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SUMMARY 
The aim of this research is to establish the extent to which principals of schools in 
Gauteng are implementing co-operative school governance. The shift to co-operative 
governance is a result of new legislation, and in particular the South African Schools Act 
84 of 1996, which aims at redressing the inequalities of past legislation. 
To determine the extent, to which principals are engaged in co-operative governance, a 
questionnaire was designed to elicit essential information as to how co-operative 
governance has been practically implemented. The research attempted to evaluate the 
commitment and dedication of principals to the process of shared decision-making; 
decentralisation and accountability; to engendering healthy relations with governors; to 
ensure that legislation is complied with as regards the composition of governing bodies; 
and to encourage governors to attend training. 
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CHAPTERl 
OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
The new South African Schools Act 84 of 1996 (hereafter referred to as the 
Schools Act) is an attempt to redress the inequalities of past legislation and to 
empower all stakeholders by instituting a system of governance that will include 
parents, educators, non-educators, pupils and community leaders. This 
collaborative approach will necessitate an encompassing management style to 
ensure that the governing structure maintains a healthy and harmonious 
relationship with stakeholders. In this research, the extent to which co-operative 
governance has been implemented in their schools will be investigated. The 
investigation will take cognisance of past inequalities and assess how the 
implementation of the Schools Act will transform school management. 
1.2 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 
South Africa's history is grounded in a concept of separateness that has permeated 
every facet of society. The resultant impact on school management and its future 
role in social transformation cannot be over-emphasized. The formation of a new 
education and training system as expounded in the reconstruction and 
development programme (ANC, 1994c), and a policy framework for education 
and training (ANC, 1994a), and the White Paper on Education and Training 
(1995) began to foreshadow attempts at restructuring society through education. 
Wright (1997:1) maintains that "high priority is always given to education 
reconstruction in national strategies for positive social transformation". All over 
the world, therefore, the role of education is seen as symbolic in bringing about 
normality in society, through a process of democratization. 
Democratization, human rights and peace education policies are often perceived 
as going no further than to achieve cosmetic embellishments in a disrupted 
society. It is not uncommon, however, for a sense of community to prevail in 
disadvantaged societies in order to support and improve the dysfunctional 
situation that communities may experience at any given period. 
Co-operative governance is an attempt to harness collaborative support for the 
improvement of education. Wright (1997:3) is of the opinion that stakeholders in 
education readily assert themselves in disrupted societies. She cites Uganda, 
Latin America and Asia as examples of how local communities held on to 
education with a tenacity that bordered on religious fervour. Obviously, 
community ownership was the hallmark characterising the educational reform in 
these cases. 
Community participation in education is a means to sustain the process of 
transformation in society. The holding of democratic elections and passing of new 
legislation does not necessarily bring about change. The challenge of the new 
schools act is not only an attempt at redress, but a framework that provides an 
opportunity to win the minds of stakeholders and to reinforce their role in social 
transformation through co-operative school governance. 
While Boyd (1975:103-126) questions whether democracy will ensure efficiency, 
Macbeth et al (1980:41-100) propounds that successful education is a joint 
process. Boyd (1975:125) maintains that in the most extensive studies ever 
conducted, school boards have largely ceased to exercise their representative and 
policy-making function; for the most part, he says, they do not govern, but merely 
"legitimatze" the policy recommended by school authorities. On the one hand, 
Macbeth et al (1980:41-100) state that education can never succeed if left to 
schools alone. Schools, they maintain, only contribute to the process, which is 
carried out by parents and the community. The authors of this report state that 
effective schooling cannot be isolated from the community, and that participatory 
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schemes need to be used to enable the interaction of all participants to be both 
systematic and fruitful. 
According to Boyd (1975:41-100) the attitude of stakeholders is an important 
contributing factor to school success. According to Boyd (1975:103-126) 
successful school governance has to do with the balancing of attitudes between 
role-players. He adds that the balance of values is imperative for successful 
governance and that school board administrative staff will never be easily defined 
or regulated. Macbeth et al (1980:41-100) argues that the decisive factor in any 
participatory scheme is that of parental attitudes. International studies have also 
alluded to the importance of attitudes both from the home and school staff on 
pupil achievement. If either one works against the other, the chances of pupil 
advancement diminish. The said authors concur that however equal we make 
educational opportunity, however much we improve our schools, their influence is 
far from predominant when compared with that of the home. This, they maintain, 
does not render the school impotent. On the contrary, it means that the school 
may only be most effective when supported by parental attitude. 
The concept of separateness, which permeated every facet of society during the 
apartheid era, has also shaped the attitudes of people and that of our education 
system. It is therefore imperative that the training programmes are aimed not only 
at procedural requirements for making schools effective, but that they also 
empower governing bodies to make the paradigm shift that will facilitate co-
operative management in the quest for equipping pupils to fulfil their role in a 
new society. This necessitates a visionary approach on the part of school 
management. Poston (1994:58-81) argues that a visionary approach ensures a 
community's educational future. He propounds that involvement in governing 
structures must be broadly based on what students in schools need as well as what 
communities want - i.e. the two aspects of what the system as a whole values. It 
is evident, therefore, that to address the needs of the community, and 
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simultaneously to ensure effective, efficient schools, necessitates a collaborative 
approach to school management. 
The sense of expectancy and empowerment through training programmes and the 
adoption of a collaborative approach in the management of schools is a 
prerequisite for successful education and training. 
The system of governance envisaged in the schools' act includes parents, 
educators, non-educators, pupils and community leaders. The Schools Act 
entrusts increased powers to governing body members. The duty assigned to them 
encourages them to co-operate so that desired partnerships be formed with one 
another as well as the community at large. This collaborative approach will 
necessitate an encompassing management approach to ensure that the governing 
structure maintains a healthy and harmonious relationship with stakeholders. 
The implementation of the schools act and the implementation of the new 
democratic Constitution of the RSA Act 108 of 1996 and the Bill of Rights 
(Chapter 2) have important ramifications for school management as they envisage 
a participatory and enhancing approach towards stakeholders. The newly elected 
governing body's role and legal status raises many questions of interest with 
regard to issues such as control, finance, personnel, school policy, curriculum, 
discipline, religious rights and natural justice. While parents have for many years 
been voluntarily involved in school-based activities, their role, as entrenched in 
the Schools Act, has become more pronounced in that they have to be accountable 
to the communities they serve. Governing bodies will therefore play an important 
role in transforming education in South Africa. 
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1.2.1 Rationale for and significance of the study 
The 1996 Constitution and the Schools Act, requires all schools to constitute 
democratic school governing bodies in 1997. The implementation thereof will 
necessitate a management structure that includes all stakeholders as well as 
ensures that mechanisms within the education system support the realisation of a 
democratic management system. 
Democratic governance, parent participation, funding, desegregation and learner 
admissions bring to the fore a number of important legal considerations that need 
to be researched within the South African context. To this end, this study will 
contribute to the debate and the development of education policy and will be of 
value to those involved in the formulation and implementation of democratic 
governance. Furthermore, the capacity of governing bodies to make their roles, 
functions and duties operational, in the light of the devolving powers and self-
management of schools, needs reputable research. Gamage (1996:45-46) points 
out that there is a global tendency towards community participation in school 
governance. He maintains that devolution of authority has led to a healthier and 
stronger relationship between schools and communities and has provided an v/ 
alternative accountability to bureaucratic surveillance. He argues further that when 
teachers and communities are involved together in making real decisions about 
educational alternatives; a true mutual responsibility will grow. 
There is now considerable interest in the way in which governing bodies will 
establish working relationships with their schools and external relations m 
ensuring that schools function according to community and national needs. 
The process of democratic school governance needs to be researched in order to 
establish how participatory management styles can achieve equity in education. 
Godden (1996:21) maintains that the development of a learning society requires 
the reclaiming of education by all communities in the country. The impact of 
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communities and their representatives on governing bodies will have on teachers 
and on creating a culture of teaching and learning needs to be researched. It is 
imperative that this study assess the influence school governing bodies will have 
on educators and whether teachers will accept the role and legal status of 
governing bodies as required by the Schools Act and the 1996 Constitution of our 
country. 
The motivation of this study rests on the premise that effective school 
management is dependent upon co-operative relationships between governing 
bodies and external relations. Governing bodies are newly constituted and 
therefore little research exists, particularly with regard to their roles and functions 
in the new democratic order. The fundamental issue underlying this thesis is 
researching how governing bodies can mobilize stakeholders within communities 
to exert a positive influence on the internal operations of schools so that the 
educational needs of communities are met. In the light of this, the research will 
contribute to advancing co-operative management in general and particularly to 
further the development of a culture of teaching and learning. 
1.2.2 Demarcation of the field of investigation 
Governance involves a myriad of complex processes, which have been the 
subjects of research both nationally and internationally. This study is confined to 
schools in the province of Gauteng. The research covers the period July 1994 to 
June 1999. This period is characterized by the changeover to a new education 
system, the election and training of governors, the roles and functions of school 
governing bodies within schools and their status with regard to external relations. 
The research is confined to eliciting the responses of principals on co-operative 
governance and that response of other stakeholders on co-operative governance is 
a topic for another research project. 
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The study will involve a cursory review of the law governing education with 
particular reference to the participation of stakeholders in the democratization of 
school management. Beckmann and Prinsloo (1989:7) point out that the law 
governs education as it orders the rest of society. Thus, the law ensures that there 
is order, harmony and accountability regarding the participation of stakeholders 
and their functions in school governance. 
1.3 STATEMENT OF THE GENERAL RESEARCH PROBLEM 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the level of participation of 
stakeholders in school governance, to facilitate democratic governance and 
simultaneously to address the issues of decentralization and devolution. This will 
enable governors to react to local demands within the legal framework 
promulgated in the Schools Act of 1996. The pivotal question of this study 
therefore reads as follows: 
What are the perceptions of principals with regard to the successful 
implementation of co-operative school governance in Gauteng schools? 
The study is further subdivided into the following questions: 
What is co-operative school governance? 
_,..------·~••--" •• H·--·~~-~ ________ ____.-• 
What is the rationale for cO-<?P~l!.tlY~ __ g_overnance? 
---· ·-· .. , .... ,, '" -- ~- _,,,, 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) To what extent have the principles of co-operative governance been 
realised in practice? 
(4) What are the requirements for the effective implementation of co-
) 
operative governance? 
1.4 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
The aims of this study are to: 
(1) discuss the rationale for co-operative governance; 
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(2) trace the development of co-operative governance; 
(3) examine the perceptions of principals with regard to the implementation of 
co-operative governance. 
1.5 APPROACHES TO THE RESEARCH 
In this study a quantitative approach to the research is used. According to 
Schmacher and McMillan (1993:15-16), quantitative research presents statistical 
results represented by numbers. The method assumes that there are social facts 
with a single objective reality, which separates the feelings and beliefs of an 
individual. The instrument is designed to avoid error and bias and to establish 
context-free generalisations. Quantitative research ,establishes relationships 
between measured variables from which the researcher can make valuable 
deductions. The data will be gathered by means of a questionnaire and will be 
based on descriptive research. Empirical data will be used to elicit statistics to 
support arguments. However, the main thrust of the survey will be descriptive. 
According to Hopkins (1976:135-137) descriptive research explains the present 
through description of what now exists. It is an approach that assists the 
researcher to make deductions and to arrive at conclusions within a defined 
geographical area. The study of descriptive research is a process to create new 
generalised knowledge. Descriptive research deals with those questions that are 
based in the present state of affairs, which have implications beyond the limits of 
their subjects. The answers that are generated contribute to principles and theory 
about educational concerns. Firstly, the questionnaire will elicit data about present 
conditions and, secondly, the interpretation of that data will assist in projecting 
how certain educational variables are related. This data will assist the researcher 
in making meaningful conclusions and recommendations on the benefits of co-
operative governance. 
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1.6 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This study will make use of the following research methods to gather the pertinent 
information: 
1.6.1 Literature review 
A review of the literature pertaining to the topic is essential to enable the 
researcher to digest an material relating to the topic. According to Schumacher 
and McMillan (1993: 112-113), a literature review adds to one's understanding of 
the selected problem and helps place the study in a historical and associational 
perspective. 
It also avoids repetition and is useful in determining and selecting methods as wen 
as relating findings to previous knowledge and suggesting further research. Thus, 
it enables the researcher to develop an acceptable body of knowledge on an 
educational topic. Creswell (1990:74) maintains that by briefly describing the 
existing research literature on the subject, the investigator shows that she is 
familiar with all pertinent previous studies. 
The review of literature will be pertinent to the topic as it will enable the 
researcher to trace the historical development of governing bodies; the styles of 
governance that will effectively lead to healthy relationships between governing 
bodies and external relations and assist in determining the legal status and role of 
governing bodies. By studying the literature pertaining to school governance the 
researcher is able to deduce the significant role that democratic school governance 
will play in achieving equity in and quality of education. 
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1.6.2 Questionnaires 
A postal questionnaire will be designed with a view to eliciting essential 
information as to the legal status, composition, role and functions of school 
governors and principals. The questionnaire will also be utilised to supplement 
primary sources and to obtain reasonably available data on the topic with 
reference to the fact that governing bodies have only been elected recently. 
Questions will be arranged in logical order and will be constructed in a "closed" 
form in which answers can be given by either circling or checking multiple 
choices. The questionnaire will also be used to establish the principal' s level of 
understanding of co-operative governance. The questionnaire will also elicit the 
views that principals have of democratic school governance; their perceptions, 
their attitudes and their role in developing harmonious relations between 
stakeholders will also be dealt with, as well as the role they could play in 
influencing quality schooling. 
1. 7 TEXT ORGANISATION 
This dissertation consists of five chapters. Chapter 1 serves to introduce the 
research topic. It describes the structure of the investigation, which consists of an 
introduction, the research problem, the aims and purpose of the study, research 
method and the explanation of key terms and concepts. 
Chapter 2 will comprise a literature study and discussion on existing research in 
South Africa as well as related international studies. The chapter will outline the 
historical development of governing bodies from the apartheid era to the rationale 
behind the implementation of governing bodies in the democratization of school 
management in a period of transition. 
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Chapter 3 explains and describes the purpose, construction and administration of 
postal questionnaires. 
Chapter 4 discusses the nature, purpose and duties of school governing bodies 
within the framework of the Schools Act and on data obtained from chapter 3. 
Attention will also be given to styles of governance and the legal status, duties, 
powers and responsibilities of governing bodies with reference to their role in 
developing a culture of teaching and learning. 
Finally, chapter 5 summarizes the content, draws conclusions, makes 
recommendations and suggests methods that will make schools effective. This 
chapter will also make recommendations for further research. 
1.8 KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 
To ensure clarity of meaning, the key terms to be used in this study are defined as 
follows: 
Democratic: A form of governance favouring popular rights. 
Governance: A process of policy formulation. 
Governing body: A group of parents, teaching staff, non-teaching staff and in 
secondary schools learners who have been elected to govern a school. Their 
position towards the school is one of trust. 
Management: The day to day organisation of school activities. For the purpose of 
this dissertation, this term must be distinguished from 'governance'. 
Participation: Stakeholders who have common goals and co-operate with one 
another to contribute to the well being of a school. 
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Student: This term is interchangeable with 'pupil' and refers to the learners of a 
school. 
Teacher: This term is used synonymously with 'educator'. 
Co-operative governance: The term is used synonymously with participative 
governance and ensures that parents teachers, non-teaching staff, and in secondary 
schools learners are actively involved in making decisions that will affect the 
smooth running of a school. In keeping with the spirit of constitutional 
democracy, co-operative governance has underpinned the development of the 
South African education system. 
1.9 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has introduced the research topic and the methodological approaches 
that will be utilised in the investigation. The purpose of the research is to 
investigate how governing bodies can best serve their schools in a period of 
transition, as well as to uncover how their relations with 
bodies/organisations/persons outside of the schooling system can contribute to 
enhancing the educative process. In South Africa, democracy, co-operative 
management and participation are relatively new processes. 
It is therefore important that this study reviews the implementation of co-operative 
governance in other countries in order to learn from their experience of 
implementing co-operative governance. The research also needs to make 
recommendations and suggestions on how school governors and educational 
managers can work together to ensure that the implementation of co-operative 
governance leads to efficient and effective schools. 
While there is a global trend towards community participation in the management 
of schools, the implementation of the Schools Act needs careful study. It is 
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therefore important that a process of capacity building takes place to ensure that 
governors are equipped to take responsibility for their increased powers as 
promulgated in the Schools Act. It is therefore extremely important, in aspiring to 
a true democracy that governing bodies and school staff co-operate to ensure that 
a culture of teaching and learning is restored to our schools. To be successful, 
there needs to be a balance between the roles and responsibilities of participants in 
school governance. In South Africa the newly constituted governing bodies must 
practice co-operative governance with a view to achieving quality and equity in 
education. Participative management, healthy external relations, and defining the 
roles and responsibilities of governing bodies are the pillars upon which equity 
can be achieved, not only within our schools, but within our society at large. 
Having provided this introductory chapter, it is important to outline the historical 
development of governing bodies so as to understand the research problem. This 
is discussed in chapter 2. 
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CHAPTER2 
A CRITICAL OVERVIEW OF CO-OPERATIVE GOVERNANCE FOR 
DEVELOPING DEMOCRACY, ACCOUNTABILITY AND EFFICIENCY IN 
SCHOOLS 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 2 provides an overview of the nature and development of co-operative 
governance. Co-operative governance is a new phenomenon. World-wide, models 
of co-operative governance (or democratic, participative governance) have been 
implemented. In order to explore the rationale for the implementation of co-
operative governance, cognisance is taken of international trends. In particular 
initiatives taken in England, Australia and America are used as examples. This 
chapter aims at tracing the historical development of co-operative governance in 
South Africa. 
It is against this background that this chapter will examine: 
• the relationship between governance and management; 
• the assumptions underlying co-operative school governance; 
• factors influencing co-operative governance in Britain, Australia and America; 
• developments and practices of School Governance in Britain, Australia and 
America; 
• objectives of co-operative governance; 
• the fate of the governing body in ensuring the successful implementation of 
co-operative school governance as envisaged in the Schools Act; 
• roles of governing bodies in the self-management of schools; 
• the challenges that governing bodies will have to manage in addressing equity, 
quality, access, non-racism and accountability. 
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2.2 CO-OPERATIVE 
REFORM 
GOVERNANCE AND EDUCATIONAL 
In all facets of existence, the modem world is preoccupied with endeavours that 
will lead to excellence. The re-engineering of systems aimed at sustaining the 
evolution of democratic principles has impacted considerably on the way 
governments around the world operate. It may be argued that the education system 
is fundamental in shaping the principles of democracy in a society. It is therefore 
not surprising that co-operative governance is a popular theme throughout the 
world. According to Hanson (1998:111), co-operative governance 
(decentralisation) is a popular reform theme of governments around the world. 
While the strategies and outcomes may differ from one country to the next, the 
overall aim is to give more decision-making power to the local level. The 
methodology that governments employ to achieve these ends differs from country 
to country and range from arbitrary exercises of coercive power (e.g. Chile and 
Argentina under military governments in the 19700s) to conscientiously planned 
interventions driven by political will (e.g. Spain in 1978 following the death of 
General Franco). Educational reform however is not only about implementing 
laws and policy; nor does it comprise new methods or pedagogical skills, nor 
would it suffice to view educational reform, from a political, economic, or 
curricular dimension. It is a willingness to embrace a culture and values that will 
enable the educative process to become an agent of democracy, equity and 
accountability. Educational reform is inextricably linked to a greater social 
dimension which fundamentally relies on people's willingness to change and to 
commit themselves to a process that will free society from prejudice and bias. The 
move to co-operative (decentralised) governance is but one aspect of reform, and 
it is this aspect that will be the focus of this study. 
~~.h~~~ ~~~r~rm is a P~?~e..~~!~~t ~fill~ ~t. re1:mirin~ .'!. society.Jhat.~ti.<?.1t~~,!1~ 
poor unq~rstang.i,ng ()(democr,ati,c principles.; However, Ginsburg et al (1990:474-
475), illustrate that often educational reform has been seen as a "placebo", that is, 
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symbolic gestures designed to indicate governmental (etc.) awareness of problems 
and sympathetic intentions, rather than serious efforts to achieve social change. 
The authors contend that educational reform may function to legitimate those with 
political power rather than to change education. It is, therefore, imperative that 
educational reform is not viewed from a single perspective. For example, to 
embark on educational reform to increase the possibility of acquiring a position in 
the work place, may not necessarily address the inequalities in education and 
society. Paulston (1983:370) argues that educational reform is easier in a society 
when it operates in a paradigm of equilibrium. This equilibrium theory assumes 
-----.;j..--,,....-1>"*'_.........., 
that society is fundamentally ~gnseq,§:gal and operates on homeostatic principles. It 
.,._"··-·· 
stresses the importance of functional necessities. For example, that all members of 
society are in agreement what the functional necessities are. The author also 
concedes that educational reform is more likely to be more successful when it 
occurs through conflict and competition between social class, ethnic, national, 
religious and gender groups whose interests are not always compatible. 
Societies are for the most part conflict laden. Co-operative governance, it could be 
argued, is thus a means to building on the experience and solidarity that is to be 
found in a diverse culture. The experiences and solidarity of different groups 
within a co-operative governance framework can only be advantageous in 
building a new nation. The participation of a number of stakeholders in school 
governance is an attempt to ensure effective and efficient schools, and to nurture a 
climate for change that will safeguard the principles of a participatory democracy. 
Cross and Reitzug (1990: 16-19) maintain that schools need to become more 
responsive to students and their families and that co-operative governance is a 
means to achieve this end. The authors contend that schools need to structure 
themselves in a way that they not only educate the learner, but also the parent, for 
to "educate the parent is to educate the child". According to Fleisch and Smith 
(1999: 1 ), the desire to create effective and efficient schools forms part of a larger 
movement of educational reform often dubbed "restructuring". Restructuring they 
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argue is an eclectic term that encompasses a wide variety of systemic changes to 
the way education is governed, managed and provided. The changes that are 
effected by decentralising education systems universally is to provide a system 
that will harness the community in providing education that is relevant and worthy 
to a particular social environment. Gleason et al (1990:24) maintains that the 
guiding premise of co-operative governance is that administrators, teachers, and 
parents are the ones who best understand the contexts and cultures of the school 
environment, and so must build their capacity to be jointly responsible for student 
learning. Governance structures, the authors argue, must be altered to give 
administrators, teachers, and parents real power and authority if they are truly to 
work together to make changes in established educational practices. Co-operative 
school governance has become the vehicle for promoting effective efficient 
schools in most countries around the world. 
Since the 1960's, co-operative school governance, decentralisation and self-
management have been "buzz" words used in education reform throughout the 
world. Co-operative governance is generally referred to as an interactive, 
participatory approach to school management and school governance. It affords 
and empowers stakeholders to be represented on school boards by allowing them 
to participate in the decision-making processes at schools and to take co-
responsibility for such decisions. According to Hanson ( 1998: 112), 
decentralisation is the transfer of decision-making authority, responsibility and 
tasks from higher to lower organisational levels or between organisations. 
Caldwell and Spinks (1992:4) state that self-managed schools are schools where 
there has been significant and consistent decentralisation to the school level 
giving schools the authority to make decisions related to the allocation of their 
resources. Decentralisation should be viewed as being administrative rather than 
political, with decisions at the school level being made within a framework of 
local, state or national policies and guidelines. It can thus be argued that co-
operative governance, decentralisation and self-management are inextricably 
dependent on one another and that the one term cannot exist independently of the 
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other. All three of these terms signal a move away from bureaucratic, rule-bound 
and hierarchical forms of organisation, which are generally unresponsive to 
changes in the environment. Christie (1999:26) maintains that an organisation that 
embraces co-operative governance, decentralisation and self-management is 
adaptive to local demands, is vision driven and not only goal directed, replaces 
rules with judgement and accountability, it encourages team work, rather than 
hierarchies, and therefore its staff are multi-skilled in responding to the 
environment. It is for these reasons that reform initiatives throughout the world 
have been cognisant of the values of co-operative governance. 
In England, for instance, the re-distribution of control and power has resulted 
from the establishment and role of school governing bodies which has re-shaped 
the status and authority of the Local Education Authorities. The role of governing 
bodies is viewed from the perspective of active citizenship embracing all facets of 
society. In Australia, Gamage (1994:38) argues that decentralisation dated back to 
1948 when New South Wales became the first Australian State to implement 
decentralisation. The Education Act of 1958 with amendments in 1983 allowed a 
Victorian school council to determine educational policy. In the United States 
increasing lowering of standards and poor education delivery sparked reform in 
education. Within this context parents were afforded powers to make decisions 
and participate in school governance, as it was argued that problems within 
schools could best be addressed by local communities. Walberg and Niemiec 
(1994:714) argued that local citizens and school personnel know their schools best 
and, if given the chance, are in the best position to solve most problems 
experienced by schools. 
In South Africa the issue around state control of education has been a topic of 
debate since 1910. Pressure groups have argued for a decentralised system, which 
would embrace democracy and equity in education. The historical development of 
co-operative governance and its concomitant impact on South African society 
needs to be carefully researched, in order to establish a common national 
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foundation that will sustain self-sufficiency and ensure that educational 
endeavours will embrace community aspirations and develop a culture of 
democracy, efficiency and accountability. 
2.3 ASSUMPTIONS OF CO-OPERATIVE GOVERNANCE 
It is argued that co-operative governance aims at finding a balance between the 
roles played by the state, the local education authority and the local community. 
The powers, responsibilities and duties of each of these role players focuses on 
participation, making education accessible, ensuring accountability, restructuring 
the system to enhance efficiency, developing a network that will lead to school 
improvement and ensure equality of resources. Co-operative governance is 
therefore based on a number of important assumptions, namely democracy, 
devolution of powers, shared decision-making, participation, freedom to 
accomplish quality education, empowermg stakeholders, restructuring, 
accountability, developing constructive partnerships, and equity of resources. 
2.3.1 Democracy 
Holt and Murphy (1993: 179) maintain that the equity issue brings to the fore 
several important factors that if not accounted for, may render educational reform 
impotent. The authors argue that without appropriate preparation, on-going 
training and incentives, governors cannot be expected to perform satisfactorily. 
The process embarked on by education departments to consciously mobilise 
society to participate in educational reform is critical in ensuring that our schools 
come to mirror the needs, desires, aspirations, hopes and expectations of the 
community. In the realisation of these, communities mobilise, interact and cluster 
skills to enhance and contribute to the well being of the school, with the view to 
elicit desired outcomes. Co-operative governance also implies that members of 
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the governing body have to assume greater responsibility for their schools, which 
necessitates decentralisation and devolution of powers. 
The Schools Act has heralded a system of democratic school governance by 
legislating wide participation in school governing bodies. The Draft Education 
White Paper - 2 (1996:5) maintains that when schools are democratically 
managed equity and education provision is ensured, and necessitates "a decisive 
shift towards a national, democratic and non-racial system of schools". The call 
for democracy, equity and participation cannot be perceived to be a mere cosmetic 
embellishment in the cry for a new education system. 
2.3.2 Devolution of Powers 
This assumption must be seen as a reform mechanism influencing the process of 
quality teaching and learning. Devolution means the actual transfer of power. The 
assumption is that schools will be more effective in addressing local needs when 
the strategy employed is a "bottom up" strategy rather than a "top down" strategy. 
Murphy (1992:35) maintains that educational failures and problems are more 
attributable to the failure of the system of schooling than to the shortcomings of 
the individual educator; and that a "bottom- up" strategy that embraces the 
expertise of a local community will lead to greater success in education. 
Verhoeven (1996: 129) further maintains that decentralisation is an imperative, as 
national policy makers do not have the means to adapt the national to the local 
requirements, school based management can provide a better answer to local 
demands. Communities thus have greater responsibility and have to be 
accountable for shared decisions. Devolution of power is not unique to South 
Africa but an international mega-trend. However, within the South African 
context the call to devolve power to the local level must be viewed as the 
'baseline for change'. 
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2.3.3 Shared Decision-Making .-· 
{ 
-
Shared decision-making is rooted in the belief that the ideals of a democratic') 
society are founded when all citizens are given equal opportunity to participate in ~ 
decisions that aff~t the~. According to Blase (1997:2) bureaucratic structures are ) 
fast giving way to collaborative endeavours among groups of people with a vested 
interest in education. Shared decision-making stems from a variety of sources and 
is influeITced by belief systems, crisis faced by a school, parents, personnel and 
community members. For this reason, communication strategies, consultation and 
negotiation are inextricably connected to shared decision-making. 
- - -
To ensure that shared decision-making is successful, it 1s important that 
negotiation and consultation are broadly based, and that the facilitation thereof is 
grounded within a clearly defined communication channel. Shared decision-
making will enhance the implementation, monitoring and evaluation of 
consultative decisions. Rosenholtz (1989:46-49) is of the opinion that shared 
,..,, 
decision-making contributes to the collegiality among teachers. As teachers / 
~ 
consult and negotiate with one another a common understanding to problems and \ 
solutions emerge. This inter-action between teachers facilitates not only ~/ 
professional growth but ensures that whatever decisions are arrived at are a result 
of contestation and agreement that have been derived at by sharing in the 
decision-making process. Murphy (1992:40) maintains that shared decision-
making becomes meaningful when they play out in the real world of educational 
r-
ope rations. J§_~red decisions ITl.~st ~~~ntuallr be sqch that the control of schgol 
~ _, 
operations is dispersed extensiv~Jy. This inevitably impacts on higher levels of 
-""- ,,. ~ "''•. I' f--- _ • ..---., ·--- -·,",,. a~~ie~~me_~~ of leam~s. J .-
'"' 2.3.4 Participation 
Co-operative governance depends on the participation of role players in a 
community. Verhoeven (1996: 129-130) says that the participation of the different 
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groups in schools and in school management is one of the rights of members 
(parents, teachers learners) of a democratic society. This kind of participation 
Verhoeven (1996:129) argues is an important contribution to global democracy. 
Schools must create inviting environments to encourage all stakeholders to 
participate in school based activities. Schools must create opportunities, structures 
and support mechanisms to engender realistic and genuine participation. Macbeth 
( 1995:151) is of the opinion that teachers are handicapped by the fact that they are 
not trained to work with parents. According to him parents are often the best allies 
of the teacher, especially in disadvantaged communities. It can be deduced that 
co-operative governance is not just about capacity building of parents, but also 
teachers and education managers. That participation implies a pursuit of common 
goals and values, which mitigate for a common, unique culture. Macbeth, et al 
(1980:41-100) propound that effective schooling cannot be isolated from the 
community and that participatory schemes need to be used to enable participants 
to interact systematic and fruitfully in the interests of quality education. Quality 
education is therefore procured when communities participate co-operatively in 
pursuing an agreed vision for their schools. 
2.3.5 Freedom to accomplish quality education 
(Quality education is often dependent on an organisation's ability to establish a 
I' 
shared vision of the organisation's future. It is therefore imperative that the clients 
of such an organisation are given the opportunity to articulate the kind of service 
they demand in the short and long te~oston (1994:58) maintains that given the 
broad involvement and diverse perspectives from all customers and non-
customers of the community, the governing body of a school must have a vision 
based on what learners in schools need in addition to what communities want. 
Both should be part of what the system as a whole values. This can only be 
achieved when the system allows schools greater freedom in planning their future. 
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Decentralisation allows schools greater freedom in controlling their destiny. 
School governors have greater freedom in choosing the curriculum, staff and 
resources that harmonise with their constituents needs, aspirations and goals. 
According to Murphy (1989:43) governors are given flexibility in experimenting 
with school based activities and deciding on appropriate strategies that will 
contribute to quality education. While schools have freedom to make important 
decisions, regarding educational matters, they operate under the umbrella of 
broader provincial policies and regulations. The 'freedom' to take control of an 
institution's future development does not only hold governors accountable, but 
empowers stakeholders in the execution of their roles, duties and responsibilities. 
2.3.6 The empowerment factor 
According to Holt and Murphy (1993:108-115) high levels of good performance 
is achieved when stakeholders are empowered through effective training 
programmes to make decisions with regard to their mandates. Co-operative 
governance is highly effective when governors are those who are able to share 
areas of expertise that will benefit and empower the entire school governing body, 
as well as the community. 
Historically schools have been divorced from their external environments and 
parents more often than not merely played the role of an audience in school 
affairs. The democratising of society has heightened the role of the school in 
shaping a progressive society. The jurisdiction of the school has expanded to 
affording a range of stakeholders an opportunity for engagement on school affairs. 
The school, in allowing parents, teachers and community members to be part of its 
structure, needs to empower these stakeholders to contribute meaningfully to 
school improvement which may culminate with improved performance. 
Co-operative governance is directed towards improved performance. Governors 
are encouraged to cluster and share areas of expertise. When this occurs 
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stakeholders are empowered when given a mandate to make decisions. 
Stakeholders are also empowered when they are trained for their new roles, and 
provided with information to guide their decision-making. The authors maintain 
that effective schools are those in which principals were able to move four critical 
resources - power, knowledge and skills, training, information and rewards - to 
teachers and community members. 
Holt and Murphy ( 1993: 179) point out that the 'people factor' is probably the 
most significant component in the planned change process. Despite fiscal 
constraints, the investment made in empowering a nation cannot be over stressed. 
As students, teachers and parents are equipped to effectively contribute to school 
effectiveness principals may feel that their position within the school is being 
marginalised. Holt and Murphy (1993: 177) maintain that "no longer can a 
principal be 'lord' of an educational fiefdom". However, his role, as visionary 
leader, must assert himself within a new paradigm that will continue to be 
advantageous not only to the school, but also to the entire community. 
When people are empowered with new roles, duties and responsibilities it is 
inevitable that there will be a realignment of responsibility within educational 
institutions, which will result in a restructuring process to ensure that these new 
responsibilities are executed. 
2.3. 7 Restructuring 
Devolution of functions is borne out of a process of restructuring. Essentially 
restructuring encompasses a plan that will ensure efficiency, effectiveness and 
redistribution justice. When education departments make systematic changes, in 
their efforts to improve education, restructuring will emerge. According to Dunlop 
and Goldman (1991 :5), rethinking power in schools or restructuring is part of the 
larger fabric of reform, one woven from cyclical waves of improvement efforts 
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that have washed over education approximately every decade for the past 100 
years. 
Restructuring of education systems must affirm educators, parents and external 
constituents in undertaking their new roles, duties and responsibilities, with the 
view to improve education. 
2.3.8 Accountability 
Accountability and democracy are inextricably intertwined with the principles of 
democracy. Both democracy and accountability are key aspects of endeavours to 
involve people, especially parents, fully in the affairs of a school. For parents to 
be fully accountable to the broader community, they need to have a clear and 
thorough understanding of their roles, duties and functions. 
Co-operative governance presumably will hold governors accountable to the 
community. For instance section 20 of the Schools Act lists tasks which must be 
done by the governing body. According to Verhoeven (1996:139), "tasks are a 
kind of guarantee for democratic control". Education authorities, parents and staff 
members may carry out monitoring of activities. Section 18 of the Schools Act of 
1996, states that governors should meet at least once every three months and 
account for that which they have done and report to parents at least once a year on 
its activities. Minutes of all meetings need to be kept and made available to the 
head of department on request. 
2.3.9 Developing constructive partnerships 
According to Murphy (1992:47) developing partnerships with business and non-
governmental organisations receives priority within the education department. The 
department has entered into partnerships with the National Business Initiative 
aimed at mobilising resources and to focus on coherent initiations, supported by 
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the school governing body to improve the quality of education. However, it is 
important that schools do not only rely on higher centralised offices to engage in 
such partnerships, but that they themselves enter into partnerships with business 
and take control over their own development in this regard. 
Co-operative governance must facilitate the development of partnerships with the 
external environment. This will enable schools to respond to the investments that 
business and other enterprises will make with schools. 
2.3.10 Equality of resources 
A great challenge for co-operative governance is to ensure that schools are 
adequately resourced to achieve set objections. According to Buckland and 
Hofmeyr (1993:79) some institutions are particularly well resourced in terms of 
expertise, while others have been deprived for generations. It is within this range 
of different contexts that a governance system will have to serve. 
Parents and their children that have been grossly disadvantaged in the past would 
hope that a new system of governance would eradicate those educational barriers 
and "obstacles to learning" which have plagued them during the oppressive years. 
Co-operative governance must give attention and work towards, not only creating 
and mobilising resources but by also making their schools resource centres. 
According to Wright (1997:8) there are many cases of governments using schools 
for socio-economic intervention, by making them centres of resource allocation to 
benefit disadvantaged homes and communities. The author cites the Seychelles as 
an example, where basic healthcare and nutrition are provided within the school 
system to benefit all children. While governments may use schools to effect 
distribution of resources, it may also be possible for governing bodies to initiate 
similar programs that will lead to uplifting communities, as well as addressing 
broader educational needs. 
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Co-operative governance is widely supported throughout the world, however it is 
not necessarily always realised in practise; a study on practices in other countries 
can serve to provide valuable insights as South Africa embarks on a process of 
democracy. A reflection on international trends can assist policy makers in South 
Africa in implementing co-operative governance. By analysing the trends in co-
operative governance in other countries can alert policy makers as to what 
practices are practical, reliable and effective in achieving the objectives of co-
operative governance and what it entails. 
It is therefore constructive to consider practices and initiatives undertaken by 
other countries to enable South Africa to draw on their experience and to 
anticipate hindrances in developing co-operative governance structures. South 
African policy makers should be alerted to the trends and experience of how 
school systems have responded to implementing co-operative governance. It is 
therefore constructive to discuss co-operative governance in England, Australia 
and America in the following section. 
2.4 CO-OPERATIVE GOVERNANCE IN ENGLAND: A BROAD 
OVERVIEW 
Education reform in England, as in other parts of the world, has created an 
unprecedented rate of change in schools. Power relations within schools, in the 
quest to make institutions accessible, autonomous and accountable typify this 
change. The redistribution of power is mainly a result of the role of governing 
bodies; the status and authority of the Local Education Authority (LEA); as well 
as the role of head teachers, staff and pupils. These power relations have been 
brought about by various education acts dating from the early l 940's. This section 
traces the changes that have taken place in the roles and responsibilities of school 
governors in England and considers the significance of their role during a period 
of intense educational reform. 
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2.4.1 Governing bodies in England (1944-1990's) 
According to Deem (1993:204) the Education Act of 1944, made governing 
bodies in their contemporary form possible. Kogan et al (1984:24), maintains that 
the 1944 Education Act prescribed a diffusion of power and authority between the 
elements, such that no single body was intended to assume a dominant position, 
instead, partnership and balance were to be the guiding principles determining the 
style of these relationships. Thus it can be assumed that the powers afforded 
governing bodies enabled it to perform its functions by aligning itself with the 
school and local education authority (LEA). The 1944 Education Act thus 
embodied the principles of partnership, in which the school would become 
accountable to its elected representatives and its community of parents. 
According to Kogan et al (1984:3), LEAs still dominated the activities of schools 
governance. The authors quote research undertaken by Baron and Howell in 1967 
that showed that the number of country boroughs, which had individual governing 
bodies, was almost matched by those county boroughs which had only one 
governing body for all schools. However, despite educational reforms and the 
1980 Education Act, LEA governors continued to dominate most governing 
bodies. 
Ranson and Tomlinson (1994:105), note that significant reform in education was 
promulgated by the 1986 Education (No.2) Act, which changed the composition 
of governing bodies, adding more parents and co-opted governors to schools and 
reducing LEA representation. The Act gave governors more responsibilities, 
which strengthened the independence of schools and governing bodies. Governing 
bodies had direct influence over budgets, curriculum, admission and staff 
appointments. Ranson and Tomlinson (1994:135) maintain that the 1990's began 
to witness the diminution of LEA influence as critical friend of the school and 
paved the way for the governing body to play a greater part in school affairs. 
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The role of the governing body in British schools evolved from what can be 
described as passive participants under LEA control to that of key players who are 
integral partners within the school system. Effective governors, according to 
Ranson and Tomlinson (1994:135) are not those who seek a power base but rather 
a forum for promoting the well being of the students and the schools. The authors 
contend that the success of co-operative governance is dependent on how 
successful the governing body is in recruiting governors who are of like mind in 
their support for the aims and objectives of the school. 
The external environment of a school is not static and the school who services 
such an environment needs to keep abreast of developments in its external 
environment if it is to be perceived as making a valuable contribution to its 
constituents. Governing bodies are often the bridge or link between the external 
and internal environment of a school. In England, Deem (1993 :206) contends that 
governing bodies are regarded as one dimension of the way a school relates to its 
external environment. However, Kogan et al (1984:14) argue that while the 
governing body's role might be to ensure the school responds to the needs of the 
community, more often than not, it merely executes or rubber stamps decisions 
handed down to them from the LEA. The Kogan study (1986: 144-166) suggests 
four models of governing bodies. Firstly the author identified the "accountable" 
governing body which concentrates on the efficient and smooth running of the 
school within LEA parameters. Secondly, an "advisory" governing body which 
aims to ensure that the school does not capitulate into professional 
malfunctioning. Thirdly, the "supportive" governing body which energises and 
supports the head teacher. Fourthly, the "mediating" governing body who 
expresses the interests of various parties and promotes consensus that can be taken 
up in action by those concerned. 
Kogan (1986:165) maintains that while these models may represent ideal types, no 
single model or combination of models can be prescribed to a single governing 
body. There can be no doubt that flexibility is a great virtue. The role of the 
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governing body is often spasmodic as it adapts to changing circumstances within a 
school environment. Governing bodies need to identify what is of value, in any 
particular model and apply various features that can be of benefit to their school. 
Governing bodies in order that they serve the best interests of a school, need to be 
visionary and analytical in what the needs and requirements of their school are. 
The decision as to what role to play and the extent of the LEA's influence and 
control over schools must be viewed within the framework of democracy and 
accountability. 
2.4.2 The emergence of governing bodies as a vehicle for democracy 
Deem (1993:207) argues that historically England's governing bodies were a way 
of involving voluntary effort in schooling as a means of achieving participation 
and accountability. Since the early nineties however, voluntary effort has been 
supplanted by a call to 'active citizenship', to inculcate a democratic ideal that 
summons a cross-section of the population to be partners in school governance. 
Ranson and Tomlinson (1994:183), propound that the most urgent common need 
at present is to learn how to act together more effectively. 
The English model of school governance is geared to the development of a 
learning community in which communities rather than a few elected parents shape 
educational institutions. While parents are elected and co-opted onto governing 
bodies, they remain accountable to the school community and play a vital role in 
supporting, empowering, developing and contributing to a particular learning 
society. 
This learning society can only be effective, accountable and democratic when a 
concerted effort is made to work together more effectively. This is especially true 
of English schools after 1992. The early 1990' s witnessed the demise of the idea 
that LEAs have the dominant role. Ranson and Tomlinson (1994:184), maintain 
that during this period all schools were exhorted to become autonomous from 
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local government. Schools wanted to free themselves from bureaucratic controls 
and urged for opportunities to be flexible in order to respond to market signals, 
fulfil customer needs and raise standards. According to the authors, the 1993 
Education Act, removed the LEA from the face of legislation, emphasised the 
need for a local system and local democracy in education. 
Ball (1990:44) propounds that democracy often led to competition in schools in 
that it affected admissions. Schools were inclined to 'select' and 'exclude' pupils 
to produce a school population that would not necessarily reflect the broader 
community. Schools thus became exclusive institutions. Democratic principles 
were thus used as a vehicle to pursue elitism amongst schools, leading to bias and 
advantage, rather than to needs and achievement. It can thus be deduced that 
where one creates opportunity for competition, there are always going to be 
winners and losers, which is not always to the benefit of a learning society. The 
principles of collective decision-making, accountability and mutual co-operation 
must be in the interest of public good and the development of the broader society. 
According to Ranson and Tomlinson (1994: 189), the current system of 
governance in England encourages passive rather than active participation in the 
public domain. There needs to be a conscious effort and commitment on the part 
of education to enable all people to make their lives purposeful. Educators must 
create conditions for motivation in the classroom that will instil in individuals the 
value of their active role as citizens and their shared responsibility in uplifting and 
affirming all peoples. In Britain, according to Ranson and Tomlinson (1994:190), 
there is a renewed desire to create a learning society in which all can develop and 
contribute according to their capacities. Such a society, the authors contend, is 
more likely to develop where there is a commitment to democracy at the local 
level. 
Ranson and Tomlinson (1994:192) maintain that the 1993 Education Act, with its 
amendment to Section 1 of the 1944 Education Act, removes the direct 
31 
relationship between the Secretary of State, the local authority and the governance 
of education locally. Brigley (1992: 1) propounds that the traditional partnership in 
education between central government, local authorities and schools has been 
partly supplanted by a consumer-driven pressure for a better, more responsive 
education service. This allows governing bodies to stand at the focal point of 
education reform in that local people are involved in running schools. 
Gamage et al (1996:24) argue that democracy and devolution go hand in hand, the 
influence and support given to schools by local authorities cannot be diminished. 
The strengthening and devolving of powers to the school governing body must not 
be perceived as a weakening of the local education authority. If accountability, 
democracy, efficiency and co-operation are to underpin education systems in 
Britain, the voice of the local authority must be strengthened. The reason for this 
is that the LEA is tasked to train governors in such a way that a balance of power 
ensures the principles of democracy in education. The author propounds that in 
the struggle for identity, a proper balance of interests within governing bodies has 
to be struck in practice. Proper relationships have to be established between 
governing bodies and professionals and between governing bodies and LEAs. Co-
operative governance can only be fruitful when there is a closer understanding of 
the role, responsibilities and functions of governors are clearly defined and 
understood. It is for this reason that the training of governors' forms a cornerstone 
in affirming and empowering governors to execute their functions with the view 
to increase school effectiveness and efficiency based on the principles of 
democracy. 
Deem (1993:5) maintains that school governing bodies in England are made up 
of a mix of a small number of professional educators and a larger group of lay 
people who may or may not have direct connections with the school. While some 
governors may possess expertise from which schools can derive benefit, many are 
in need of training. 
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Governor training is important as it will not only provide governors with insights 
into the functioning of educational institutions but will enable governors to 
harmonise their skills with those that institutions require. 
2.4.3 Training of governors in England 
Co-operative governance, being a fairly new way of doing school business, 
requires a paradigm shift necessitating training. David (1995: 1) maintains that if 
governors are to take their new roles, duties and responsibilities seriously they 
need to acknowledge that irrespective of their skills they need training to integrate 
their skills with the requirements and systemic operations of schools. The entire 
school governing body, comprising of parents, teachers and learners need to have 
a knowledgeable understanding of co-operative governance and the parameters of 
their powers. 
When the new Education Act of 1988 introduced the concept of parent governors, 
the education authority in England according to Kogan et al ( 1984: 131) realised 
that formal training of parent governors was one way in which the education 
authority could influence governors' expectations. The education authority 
provided training to empower governors in terms of their newly acquired powers, 
duties and functions. The training, however, was more than often intermittent, 
episodic and more often than not was only voluntary. Mahoney (1988:205-219) 
maintains that for the most part LEAs have sold their governors short where 
training is concerned. Using the 1977 Taylor report and the 1984 Green Paper 
'Parental Influence at School', Mahoney's research identified four areas that 
school governors have to overcome; namely uncertainty, unfamiliarity, lack of 
knowledge, isolation. Consequently, Section 57 of 1986 Education Act required 
every LEA to secure free information and training to Governors. Much training 
was provided by a number of agencies. Mahoney (1988 :207) identified a number 
of difficulties in the training of governors. Education reform was accompanied by 
an ever increase in new legislation and training materials could often not keep 
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abreast with the new reform initiatives. Lack of resources; poor materials and the 
low extent to which governors appear to be held accountable by their LEA made 
training difficult. Professional staffs were of the opinion that lay people had no 
knowledge or expertise when it came to school often also undermined training 
matters. 
A number of quality agencies were used to train governmg body members, 
however the training was often impeded by a lack of commitment to implement 
the newly acquired knowledge. A criticism of the training was that often the 
training did not match with the available resources. Brigley (1992:2) observes 
that while training in terms of Section 57(b) of the 1986 Education Act makes 
provision for free training of governors, it appears that the quality and the 
prov1s10n and sustaining of the training will be dependent on the elected 
governors themselves. Governors must know their right to free training and insist 
on the quality they deserve. Capacity building, affirmation and commitment is the 
cornerstone upon which democracy and accountability reside. 
Brigley (1992:3) maintains that the role of education in England is generally seen 
as being central in establishing democratic relationships with a view to providing 
environments in which insiders and outsiders can learn to practice citizen 
participation. This partnership needs to be fostered, through training programs, to 
enable communities to decide and shape the kind of education service they want. 
Training of school governors is an affirmation of the important role that governors 
can play in ensuring that co-operative governance training and development 
fosters quality improvement within learning institutions. 
Deem (1993:98) maintains that co-operative governance in England is typified by 
relationships - often of power - between institutions, LEAs, the national authority 
and governors. The education system in England has, and is undergoing 
tremendous change. This has often led to tension between stakeholders and 
uncertainty with regard to the responsibilities and roles afforded to governors. 
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Nevertheless legislation and particularly the Education Act of 1986 has paved the 
way for schools to embrace democratic procedures and structures. Governors have 
a new found status giving recognition to the principle of co-operative governance 
in ensuring the well being of institutions and the communities they serve. The 
introduction of training programs has capacitated governors to support institutions 
with knowledge, commitment and understanding. 
2.4.4 Summary 
Co-operative governance in England has evolved from passive participation of 
parents to envisaged active citizenship. The term "active citizenship" is used to 
distinguish between a passive parent body who merely works to supplement the 
school kitty and a governing body who is integral in the entire well being of a 
school. According to Deem (1993 :207) "active citizenship" is the extent to which 
governor involvement in schools reflects ideals of democracy and accountability. 
Democratic participation is a means of achieving accountability. "Active 
citizenship" was conceived in the same way as a neighbourhood watch where a 
community stands together to fight crime, similarly governors need to stand 
together in ensuring meaningful education for their children. 
The success of developing participation of parents on school boards is dependent 
on a number of factors. Schools must ensure that governors are representative of 
the various ethnic groups which the school serves. Deem (1993 :207) suggested 
that in the late 1980's many governors were white, middle-class professionals 
despite the fact that the students attending such schools were of differing social 
class and ethnic compositions. Parents elected to serve on governing bodies need 
clarity on their roles and responsibilities. Holt and Murphy (1993: 186) maintain 
that appropriate training of governors is crucial to contemporary education, as 
children should not be exposed to a 'second class' schooling system just because 
individuals responsible for administering and managing their schools are 
inadequately prepared to perform their duties. Finally, it must be questioned why 
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the role of students has not been accommodated on governing bodies and what 
forums are provided to enable input of students in shaping their learning. 
The debate and value of co-operative governance in institutional efficiency will 
continue into the next millennium, as parents commit themselves to the reality of 
being partners in the education process and as agencies outside of education shape 
institutions. In order to critically evaluate the role of co-operative governance in 
institutions and education reform initiatives it is appropriate that some 
consideration be given to the approach taken in Australia. 
2.5 CO-OPERATIVE GOVERNANCE IN AUSTRALIA 
The late 1980's began to witness major educational reforms throughout the world. 
These reform systems encompassed concepts of community participation in 
school governance. Gamage (1996:46), argues that co-operative governance leads 
to autonomy, flexibility, productivity, accountability and effective decision 
making. While a policy of decentralisation and devolution of authority in state 
education systems has existed in America and England for many years the 
Australian education system remained fairly rigid and centralised for decades. 
American scholars were at the forefront of criticising the rigid control, conformity 
and preoccupations with efficiency and examinations in the Australian education 
system. However, education reform in Australia has also seen a shift towards 
decentralised governance and greater flexibility. 
2.5.1 Moving towards a new concept of governance 
Historically Australia's education system was extremely centralised. Harman 
(1976: 19) states that an impressive feature of the Australian education is the 
uniformity of design with regard to buildings, furniture, equipment, methods and 
attitudes of children and teachers. This uniformity is typical where decisions are 
authorised at high levels of education administration. According to Birch 
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(1976:3 7-4 7) the cabinet is the focal point of the decision-making process. This 
claim is substantiated by the fact that most proposed policy approved by cabinet is 
enacted. It is seldom that decisions and policy formulation is caucused by the 
general public. Birch (1976:67) maintains that despite changes in government, 
education policy remained stable and that the party in power more often than not, 
"rubber stamped" their own decisions as public opinion remained, at least until 
1966, a minor one. 
According to Apelt and Lingard (1993:59-70), the 1970's began to see in some 
states, notably Victoria and South Australia, and in the Australian Capital 
Territory, a movement towards a more decentralised structural organisation and a 
move towards devolution of decision making power, within the public sector. 
Devolution in the Australian sense is characterised by school-based decision-
making; new administrative structures; regionalisation; and community 
participation. The late 1970's began to witness the commencement of a more 
flexible education system that would respond to the needs of communities. 
Reasons for this shift are numerous. Hughes (1987:303) suggests that the 
exaggerated rhetoric of earlier years that portrayed education, as a solution to a 
variety of social ills was no longer credible, viewed against the reality of 
economic decline. It was argued that schools no longer bridged the gap between 
classroom and industry. Rennie and Parker (1993:1017-1026) maintain that the 
proponents of curriculum change were precisely due to the inability of the 
curriculum to meet economic market requirements. 
According to Hughes (1987:300-302), the Australian education system, while 
being remarkable for stability rather than change, concedes that the grass-roots 
approach to controlling schools, reflects a conviction that responsibility is most 
effectively discharged where people are entrusted with making decisions are held 
responsible and accountable for the decisions they make. Responsibility, 
justification and accountability are pivotal in a democratic climate, as a means to 
sustain improvement. Gamage et al (1996:38-39) maintains that community 
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involvement alters traditional structures in order to stimulate, at least since the 
1970's, an emerging, new organisational structure which embraces and 
harmonises decentralisation and devolution of power. It was for this reason that 
The Education Act of 1972, was passed to enable community participation in 
school governance. However, when the Victorian Labour government came to 
power in 1982 all education reform was halted. However, in 1984 legislation was 
amended to emphasise the importance of local responsibility and shared decision 
making on educational policy. 
According to Gamage (1994:39), the South Australian education system after 
1988 endorsed the policy of decentralisation as well as transferring powers to 
school communities. Powers previously enjoyed by the Director General were 
delegated to principals and school councils. Schools were given block loans to 
cover expenditure on equipment, grounds and teaching materials, enabling them 
to improve operational effectiveness. Feasibility studies conducted indicated that 
while decentralisation may have cost implications, decision making was both 
quicker and markedly superior to the previously highly centralised system. The 
Education Act of 1983 enabled the establishment of school councils consisting of 
the principal, teachers, parents and in secondary schools students. While there was 
a tendency towards self-management, school activities were still being co-
ordinated at regional office level, as it was argued that this was cost effective. 
Gamage (1994:40) also argues that school councils for the most part are, effective, 
in that principals generally are committed to a collaborative form of governance 
and that community participation in school governance enjoys bipartisan political 
support. The involvement of the community also ensures that political mandates 
are supported and that local needs are met. Pusey ( 1976:13 0-131) maintains that 
there needs to be a balance between formal structures in education and the social 
dimension of the system and emphasises the need for community involvement in 
education. He argues that genuine involvement of the community would help 
educators to escape the disabling consequences of their own authority and 
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enhance resources of the school. This may be especially beneficial in a multi-
cultural environment. 
Hughes (1987:299) debates the nature of the role of school governors in a multi-
cultural school, in realising the worth of individuals. The author argues that 
Australia is a multi-cultural society and is therefore obligated to provide a model 
of education that recognises the validity and worth of a variety of cultures. The 
author postulates that an "open education", cognisant of cultural diversity, and 
economic realities, is more responsive to Australia's educational needs. It allows 
for public accountability because decisions are a result of collaboration, which 
may impact positively on the management and administrative functions of school 
operations. Equity, diversity, devolution, community participation and 
responsiveness to change, needs to be charged from a national level to enable the 
states and territories to take initiatives. Victoria, South Australia and the 
Australian capital territory require their schools to establish boards or councils of 
a representative nature. Tasmania and Queensland, schools have power to 
establish boards, but are not required to do so. In New South Wales the 
department of education has established a special and senior post that deals 
specifically with encouraging and co-ordinating community participation in 
school governance. In Australia teacher unions, complex control procedures, and 
lack of financial assistance has often hampered government's participation in 
school governance. These factors, the author contends, have led to a slowing 
down in the momentum of parent inclusion in educational matters. 
In addressing the quagmire of needs, governments have embarked on re-
organisation and have postulated directions for organisational change. A salient 
factor has been the need to align education with economic needs and the general 
well being of the country. Australia has been no exception and many would argue 
that the Australian education system has abstracted itself from the needs of 
industry and commerce or as Hughes (1987:303) puts it "the majority of school 
leavers leave school with only a mental void concerning industry and business". 
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During the late 1980's, in Australia, the Whitlam Labor government, began with 
initiatives to restructure education and devolve power to school communities. The 
author argues that a contributing factor for this move was the realisation of a 
harsher economic climate. McGraw et al (1992:89-94) postulate that while the 
debate continues with regard to the advantages of decentralisation of decision 
making and the benefits of co-operative governance, the education system in 
Australia is typified by strong regional bureaucracies which do not encourage 
participation of parents in school affairs. The lay perspective, the authors, 
contend, is a current, sustained debate as to the contribution school governors can 
make to whole school effectiveness. Research evidence about the impact of 
parental participation in school governance is equivocal. Australian schools have 
not depended primarily on the development of new forms of governance to lure 
parents to become active participants. McGraw et al (1992:95) argue that schools 
have developed strategies to engage parents on educational matters, despite the 
absence of functional, mandated governing bodies. The authors maintain that 
reliable research indicates that the most extensive parental participation is likely 
to occur in higher socio-economic levels in which schools are already advantaged 
in other ways. 
Gamage (1994:38) maintains that beauracrats and all stakeholders within the 
Australian education system need to ensure that systemic mechanisms are devised, 
that will empower all strata of the Australian community to commit themselves to 
co-operative governance. Co-operative governance at institutional level cannot be 
allowed to occur only at middle to higher socio-economic levels but needs to 
permeate to the disadvantaged so that competing interests within various social 
stratas are "knitted' together to the benefit of an entire nation. The benefit of co-
operative governance require drastic changes to the way that policies are devised, 
in order that a system of co-operative governance is generated that will address 
equity, democracy, accountability and sustain a healthy economic climate to 
ensure the successful implementation of co-operative governance. 
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2.5.2 Equity, participation and policy reform: The Australian debate 
Taylor and Henry (1994: 105-127) maintain that education in Australia is 
explicitly incorporated into the government's micro- economic reform agenda 
aimed at a more productive work force that can compete internationally. The 
Australian government, cognisant of the need for a better educated, more highly 
skilled and adaptive workforce was compelled to address the educational needs of 
disadvantaged groups within Australian society, in its plight for economic 
recovery and growth. It may then be argued that the social principles of equity 
have been harnessed to the broader economic agenda of the Australian 
government and that education would play a pivotal role in realising this policy. 
The authors contend that the education system in Australia began to identify a 
number of key competencies that would enable all young people to learn with the 
view to employment and to devise strategies that require participation of learners 
from social and economic disadvantaged groups. Taylor and Henry (1994: 126) 
quote the Carmichael Report which sets out broad parameters of a national system 
for combining work and training and adapted a competency based training 
approach which concerned itself mainly with "outcomes" rather than "inputs". 
This shift was also in response to the fact that secondary schooling in Australia 
was for the most part academically inclined and therefore not always 
comprehensive nor equitable. 
Apelt and Lingard (1993 :60-61) are of the op1mon that educational and 
administrative reform in Australia reflects the values of equity, democracy, 
efficiency and effectiveness, however they caution that often government 
blueprints have been clouded with rhetoric. The reason for this they argue is that 
often values of excellence and efficiency tend to dominate and thus weaken the 
influence of equity as a social democratic value. This has often led to conflict in 
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the relation between equity and efficiency. The authors contend that efficiency 
carries a universal legitimacy, and that equity is perceived to be a political concept 
and therefore is always contested, and as such can be discounted or adversely 
affected by an "efficiency drive." Mass education in Australia can only be 
meaningful when it allows for more equitable outcomes in the interest of a more 
socially just society. This may necessitate a redistribution of power in which the 
interests of the least advantaged groups are catered for; and that the principle of 
equity is legitimated as an end to achieve democracy and efficiency which are in 
harmony with the spirit of public schooling within a liberal democracy. 
Throughout Australia education departments are caught up in the state's balancing 
act of pursuing more economically efficient policies and at the same time meeting 
the increased demands for equity and socially just ends. 
The attainment of equity and the sustaining of efficient economic policies can be a 
trapeze of complexities as school reform is not only about policy blueprints, or 
organisational structures, but a desire by school communities to play a meaningful 
role in whole school development. School communities must become active 
participants in the process of democratising institutions. Apelt and Lingard 
(1993:69) quote the following from the Queensland blueprint titled, 'Focus on 
Schools': "school based decision making has the potential to reduce alienation 
from schools, increase job satisfaction of employees, promotes participation of all 
relevant groups, and raises community understanding of school needs." The 
authors stress the importance of harmonising community participation. The 
absence of this harmony may result in a shift of responsibility from government to 
the community, especially when it concerns finances, which may result in the state 
neglecting its task. 
Educational reform in Australia must not be perceived as a transference of power 
from a highly centralised bureaucracy into the hands of a community, but rather 
that a continuum exists between centralisation and decentralisation. According to 
Gamage (1996:47-49), centralisation has plagued the Australian State and 
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Territory School systems for over a hundred years despite criticism from scholars 
from as far a field as America and England, who insisted that decentralisation 
would contain economic benefits. The economic benefits of decentralisation 
remains inconclusive and requires further study, however community participation 
in school governance is vital in extending educational influence to a broader base 
within the community, and that co-operative governance reinforces pupil 
motivation and brings teachers and parents closer to each other. 
Sharpe (1994:4) maintains that all organisations such as schools can be located on 
a complex continuum whose extremes are total self-management and total control. 
Self-management and total control are often controlled by agents' external to an 
organisation. Devolution is a process in which an agency, such as a government, 
deliberately relinquishes aspects of control over an organisation for which it is 
responsible, thus moving them along a continuum in the direction of self-
management. This continuum, according to Sharpe (1994:6) is uni-dimensional, 
consisting of many strands of variables, which may at any one time be in the 
process of moving towards self-management. While one variable may remain 
static the other may move in the opposite direction. Sharpe (1994:6) argues that 
when education authorities embark on a process of devolution or re-centralisation, 
the strands or variables chosen for change depend upon a political ideology. The 
importance of good management practice; the relative ease or difficulty of 
changing different variables, educational philosophy and perceived political/ 
economic/ or educational advantage need to be clearly defined. 
The arguments expounded on by Sharpe encapsulate some of the key 
characteristics of developments in educational reform in Australia. Gamage 
(1996:49-51) propounds that the Education Act of 1972 provided for the 
establishment of school councils in state schools in the form of corporate bodies. 
However, in Western Australia, a survey by the department of education found no 
felt need to establish governing councils in schools; while in Queensland, the 
majority surveyed favoured school councils and that generally in state-wide areas 
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there was no interest in the concept of devolution of powers. In Tasmania, the 
department of education did not make school councils obligatory. The continuum 
of policy reform and parental participation continued throughout the 1970's and 
1980's. According to Gamage (1996:50)) the 1980's witnessed a consolidation 
and extension of the process of devolution. In Victoria, after twenty-seven years in 
opposition, the Australian Labor Party came to power, and halted the reform 
process of the former Liberal Party with the intention to review reform processes. 
The new government amended the Victoria Education Act of 1983, giving greater 
autonomy to governing councils. Emphasis was placed on what was termed 
genuine devolution of authority and responsibility; collaborative decision making; 
a responsive bureaucracy, effectiveness of educational outcomes and active 
redress of discrimination. 
Gamage (1996:51) quotes the Keeves Committee of Inquiry on the South 
Australian education system in 1981 as endorsing the policy of gradual 
decentralisation. This began with financial control being devolved to schools by 
allocating block grants to schools to cover expenditure. This, however, was later 
terminated because of the department's inability to index the expenditure in 
keeping with inflation. In the Northern Territory the Education Act provided for 
the establishment of school councils on an optional basis. 
According to Gamage (1996:51), a second reform initiative was instituted in New 
South Wales in 1983 which proposed the establishment of school councils from 
1986. This initiative was however hampered by government opposition to grant 
parents a legislative base to initiate school councils, which would ensure their 
continued existence. The initiative was shelved due to the reluctance on the part of 
the government to make governing councils mandatory. In Queensland the 
devolution and restructuring of education has been a slow and gradual process, 
which merely emphasised the benefits of co-operative and shared responsibility to 
education, without much practical enforcement. While policies may reflect a 
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commitment to school renewal, the ability to translate these meaningfully in a 
multi cultural society has been difficult. 
Historically Australia's provisioning was heavily weighted in the interests of a 
white middle class. Apelt and Lingard (1993:63) point out that during the 1980's, 
and even the 1990' s, the motives for administrative reform of schooling, are less 
clear, and that this is a result of the competing discourses upon which 
decentralisation and devolution draw on. The authors postulate that school 
reforms of the 1980's and 1990's have been implicated in the economics of the 
state. The authors argue as to whether a decentralised and devolved education 
system (which has an improved response to equity and social justice concerns) can 
save the state money. Thus, while it may be assumed that the economy is the 
dominant political motive for school reform, it does not offer an adequate 
explanation for the changes envisaged. It can therefore be deduced that Australia's 
education system has been plagued by a myriad of vested and at times competing 
interests. It is thus crucial that policy issues need to be examined to establish how 
these have supported reform initiatives and contributed to eradicating barriers to 
participation in school governance. 
2.5.3 Policy as a means to redress 
Taylor and Henry (1994:117-125), maintain that new policies, as much as they 
may target the disadvantaged, must be such that they will deliver more equitable 
outcomes for school children. These new policies are an attempt to broaden and 
extend vocational education to accommodate 'a new labour market' and to 
inculcate a more flexible and holistic approach to work. The authors argue that 
market forces dictate educational reform. Hence, the limited funding to effect 
equal opportunity or affirmative action policies, in order to achieve equitable 
educational and labour market outcomes is likely to be weak. The danger, the 
authors speculate, is that the class division which the new policies seek to 
challenge fundamentally, could become further entrenched-an outcome perhaps 
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exacerbated by over inflated expectations about what can be achieved through 
education. 
Resourcing levels, according to Taylor and Henry (1994: 119), will give the 
clearest indication of the degree to which commitment to equity extends beyond 
symbolic policy gesturing. In research conducted by the authors it emerges that 
funding for pilot schemes to bring about specific equity initiatives is restricted and 
that the levels of funding for special infrastructural needs, such as curriculum 
development or in-service training remain unclear. The level of funding is perhaps 
the Australian governments' biggest challenge. There is clearly a need for 
substantial material commitment to any devised policy that aims to address 
broader macro- and micro-economic reform goals. Economic difficulties have 
impacted significantly on the politics of the day. It is in this context that equity 
issues may come to be marginalized. 
Taylor and Henry (1994:127) contend that economic realities are likely to 
constrain whichever side of politics 'managers' the new policies and that these 
new policies are directed towards economic recovery. However, the high levels of 
unemployment are likely to see long-term policy goals hijacked by short term 
needs to soak up unmet demands within the education system. Despite these 
concerns the authors indicate that the new policies offer opportunities for building 
on reformative educational policy. It is therefore extremely important that schools 
are equipped with the resources that will enable them to embark on reform 
processes. 
Gamage (1994:7) states that governments have to value public education to the 
extent that they allocate sufficient resources for public schools to provide 
efficient, effective and equitable education. In this context governments must 
retain the right to determine the specific allocation of financial resources to each 
school on the basis of need. A system-wide mechanism must be put in place to 
ensure that there is a balance between central policy and the school's autonomy, 
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that will enhance policy initiatives in ensuring that schools become vehicles for 
pursuing the aims of equity and socially just ends. This can only be achieved when 
co-operative governance is fully realised and operationalised to the point that 
schools become instruments, not only unto themselves, but become leaders within 
a community. 
2.5.4 Summary 
It is evident that Australian school systems are not vigorous in their struggle to 
free themselves from decades of centralisation and bureaucracy. New South 
Wales, Tasmania and Queensland have been slow in their acceptance of self-
management and devolution and thus the transfer of authority to school 
communities has only cautiously effected. From the evidence gleaned at it would 
appear that, unless the establishing of school councils is made mandatory and 
these councils given corporate personality, it is not possible to invest in them the 
authority needed to transfer power to the local community. Delays, slow progress 
and the reluctance to empower community participation in co-operative 
governance may also be due to a general apathy, and a lack of concerted 
determination on the part of the government and stakeholders in education to 
assert their commitment to the process of co-operative governance. This was 
especially significant in New South Wales, where according to Gamage 
(1996:50), two parent bodies, the teachers federation and the government could 
not compromise on making school councils mandatory. Sharpe (1994:5) 
postulates that devolution in Australia remains largely 'an act of faith'. 
Nonetheless there is consensus that overall there is a significant trend towards 
school-based management in Australia. The question however arises as to how 
and when; and at what level devolution can or should occurs. Institutions are 
unique with regard to their ethos, culture and philosophy; and it must also be 
recognised that communities are often in a state of flux. Finally, one has to guard 
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against viewing Australia in isolation to developments taking place globally and 
to gain perspective on trends of co-operative governance in other countries. 
An overview on initiatives in Northern America may provide some insights as to 
how co-operative governance has addressed imbalances in education and 
promoted the participation of stakeholders with the view to efficient and effective 
schooling. 
2.6 CO-OPERATIVE GOVERNANCE IN AMERICA 
Tanner and Stone (1998:1-3) maintain that site-based management appears in 
many forms and guises. However, at its core is the idea of participatory decision-
making at the school site. Despite the initiatives taken regarding legislation, 
contemporary students of educational politics, according to Boyd (1975: 103), is 
that school boards in America largely ceased to exist. Despite the difficulties, 
research conducted in Illinois and Chicago suggest that while there may be tension 
between democracy and efficiency the best decisions on public policy (in 
education or other realms) are made when such decisions are made by those who 
are prepared to take responsibility for the functions relevant to their local needs. 
Education is undergoing major changes in a developmental society and the 
demand for a systemic change is a universal proclamation in meeting the needs 
and aspirations of a dynamic community. 
2.6.1 Co-operative governance: Meeting the demand for change 
Education throughout the world is undergoing changes to effect a more responsive 
education system that will address the needs of communities as well as ensuring 
that national interests are not compromised. Murphy (1988:439-447) maintains 
that as the global village shrinks and markets become more international, nation 
planners look to their schools as vehicles to enhance their country's competitive 
position. It has been an emerging statistic that American schools have not fared 
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well in comparison to educational attainment among developed nations. Murphy 
(1988:448) is of the opinion that European students out perform their American 
counterparts because countries in Europe began to develop a system of education 
that tended towards school autonomy, and deregulation. It was also observed that 
parental choice and constituency accountability, meaning that schools satisfy local 
needs, played a significant role in the achievement of learners. School 
achievement, it can be argued, correlates to the role that parents are afforded in 
schools. 
Educational reform is thus aligned with bringing parents back into the ambit of 
educational governance. According to Verhoeven (1996:129) participatory 
parental involvement is designed to unlock centralised, bureaucratic structures 
that insulate policy and decision-makers who often did not share the aspirations of 
school communities. Parents throughout the world are seeking to be liberated, and 
calling for greater involvement in school governance, to ensure amongst other 
things that schools provide a service that is relevant to community needs. 
Educational democracy must be cognisant of all students' needs and with the 
diverse circumstances learners find themselves in. Co-operative school 
governance ensures that domination of one group over another is averted, and that 
the needs of all learners are met. 
Taylor (1990:35) maintains that in America declining school standards ushered in 
an increased awareness of the important role the community could play in 
addressing inefficiencies within the school system. Community involvement was 
sparked by the conviction that urban schools had been inadequately resourced and 
therefore did not meet the needs and aspirations of communities, especially those 
from a low-income community. This, according to Taylor (1990:36) has resulted 
in a denial of opportunity in social and economic sectors. Taylor argues that 
responsive and quality education, as well as system accountability, can be 
achieved only when parents and other community members intervene in decision-
making processes at the level, which most directly affects their children. In the 
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United States, disadvantaged communities began to agitate for greater 
involvement in schools in their quest for equality and educational opportunity. 
2.6.2 Evolvement of co-operative governance in America 
According to Gamage (1996:47-49), the practice of decentralisation and 
devolution of authority has existed for a number of years. In North America, 
school districts are established by the state and administered by boards, which 
comprise of elected community representatives. Gamage (1996:50) propounds 
that these boards are given much autonomy and that they ensure that local, 
cultural, and religious values and interests are protected. 
It could be argued that, while there is consensus that school efficiency is enhanced 
when schools adopt a co-operative governance style and initiate management 
systems that are flexible and responsive to the environment they serve, the 
practical implementation thereof is a subject of ongoing debate. Concerted efforts 
have been made by constituencies, such as Boston, Kentucky and Chicago to 
adopt a more collaborative approach to school management. 
2. 6. 2.1 Boston 
In Boston, Gleason et al (1990:24-27) investigated whether co-operative 
governance had any impact on school improvement. The authors postulate that 
when Boston Public Schools began to adopt a school based management/shared 
decision-making policy, site councils were established to engage the process. 
The initial results were mixed and most surveys indicated that, while most 
councils were working diligently, there was no lasting effect on education. The 
results from the surveys indicate that while there were improvements in 
perceptions about teacher work conditions and professionalism, and some 
improvement in parent involvement, there was no impact on student 
improvement. The results further indicated clearly that unless shared decision 
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making takes cognisance that it is integral to educational mission, effective 
teaching strategies, genuine parental involvement, a student centred curriculum 
and high quality professional development collaborative approaches to education 
cannot be sustained. 
In March 1994, the school system was allocated substantial developmental funds 
to ensure school site implementation. This initiative was aimed at developing 
capacity to effectively manage the educational direction of the school and to 
devise supporting procedures, such as training, to ensure that members of school 
councils understand the key issues in education and how they might apply the 
associated concepts and practices. According to Gleason et al (1990:231) school 
councils need to understand that whatever their role, it is only effective if it leads 
to increased student· performance. The authors, maintain that it is too early to 
judge the effectiveness of school reform in Boston schools, but credit the councils 
for their charge to set educational direction. The challenge for educational 
administrators, however, is to make sure that the signs of progress are not 
diminished by administrative barriers which school councils are often confronted 
with as they take on more responsibility at the school site. 
2. 6. 2. 2 Kentucky 
The Kentucky transition to school-based decision making began in the 1990s. 
According to Lindie (1990:20-24), the Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990 
called for at least one school in every district to make decisions at the local level. 
This they proposed would be a phased process so that by 1995 most schools 
would be engaged in local decision making. The main thrust of this new 
legislation was to effect changes that would enhance democracy and 
accountability. The school councils proposed by this legislation would comprise 
of a principal, three teacher representatives, and two parent representatives. Under 
the Kentucky Reform Act councils were responsible for policy with regard to 
curriculum, staff assignments, pupil assignments, school schedule, instructional 
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practices, discipline, extracurricular programs and alignment with state policies 
and standards. The Kentucky experience, however, was that as these functions 
were essential issues of education there was often contention, which led to 
disputes and court action. The reform legislation gave school councils powers 
over aspects of school management that often led to a situation where members on 
the council were not certain what they were able and not able to perform. This 
often led to disputes and court action. To avoid unnecessary friction within 
schools, councils often "delegated" the decisions back to the principals. 
According to Lindle (1990:20) school councils seldom reflected the interests of 
minority groups and diversity in Kentucky had been problematic. To improve the 
situation, the Kentucky Legislature, during 1994, mandated that any school with 
an eight-percent or greater minority, elect a member of the minority group to the 
school council. In this way the interests of minority groups would be protected. 
The authors do, however, concur that despite progressive legislation aimed at 
equity and democratic values, schools for the most part still operated in specific 
political enclaves, dominated by political, religious affiliations and influential 
families. The degree to which districts have been able to decentralise is directly 
related to the degree of influence they have on these groups. In an attempt to 
encourage school councils to work in harmony with reform legislation much work 
was done and considerable time was spent on developing by-laws. This very 
process has been problematic as time spent on devising regulations and guidelines 
could have been time spent on more important business such as training school 
councils to make collaborative decisions. Other problems hampering school based 
decision-making was the unfamiliar bureaucratic territory that teachers, principals 
and especially parents had to contend with. The legalism of legislation often 
directed school councils' attention away from making real important decisions 
about their schools. Much time is spent on speculative debates, nuances of school 
administration and as a result issues around curriculum, or discipline were 
neglected. The net result is that school councils spent much time engaging in 
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debate and conflict. Often these contentions led to a consensus that the principal 
was best equipped, to make decisions. 
Lindie (1990:25) maintains that many councils in Kentucky operate not by 
consensus but by majority vote. Such councils, it is believed, understand that 
collegiality can mean taking turns to win as opposed to looking for a win-win 
situation on every issue. It must be understood that democracy is contentious and 
time consuming. School councils therefore need to take time and understand the 
importance of listening to all constituencies on important issues such as staff and 
budget. 
The lessons learnt from the Kentucky experience are that school councils must: 
• represent their local communities; 
• have the support of political structures; 
• do not cloud educational issues with intricate legalities and 
• develop a decision making process that celebrates the democratic process by 
accepting and planning for, rather than avoiding conflict. 
School governance structures in Kentucky have not had it easy; it would seem 
that too much was expected in too short a time. The process will take time and 
officials throughout the state are beginning to see the tide of governance reforms 
turning. It must be borne in mind that it is far easier and quicker to legislate than 
put law into practice. 
2.6.2.3 Chicago school reform 
Another example of co-operative governance is the Chicago School Reform 
Programme. According to Walberg and Niemiec (1994:713-715), the Reform Act 
was initiated in an attempt to address the steady decline of standards. This decline 
was attributed to a highly centralised bureaucracy. The Chicago Reform Act was 
explicitly aimed at raising achievement, attendance, and graduation norms to 
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national standards within a specific five-year timeframe. Central to this reform 
legislation was the transference of power from the central office to school 
communities. Walberg and Niemiec (1994:715) note that the responsibility of 
ensuring the implementation of this legislation was the local community. The 
local school council, comprised of eleven members, namely the principal, two 
teachers, six parents and two community members, were charged with the 
responsibility of realising the school reform programme. At the centre of this 
reform initiative was the principle that local communities know what is best in 
addressing local problems. 
Bryk et al (1994:74-78) conducted research that investigated the progress of the 
Reform Act. Their analysis draws on 25 school communities and on systems wide 
analyses of indicators based on administrative records and on surveys gathered 
from more than 400 principals and 12,000 teachers. Their research revealed that 
the powers afforded to communities empowered principals to have greater 
authority over budgets and the management of their school's. It also empowered 
principals to recruit and hire new teachers and be accountable to their Local 
School Councils (LSC). According to Bryk et al (1994:50), this encouraged 
principals to direct their efforts towards meeting the needs and concerns of the 
local constituencies. 
The reforms gave parents a real voice in school affairs, to the point that parents 
who formed the majority on the LSC, had the authority to hire and dismiss 
teachers, to approve the school budget, and take responsibility for the school 
improvement plan. Teachers were given a greater voice as they were represented 
on the LSC and had direct influence on school affairs, including the choice of 
principal. Teachers on the LSC also had a direct responsibility to advise on 
curriculum matters. The reform initiative also addressed the needs of the 
disadvantaged learner, as schools with a large intake of disadvantaged learners 
were given additional grants. The Chicago School Reform Act also formulated 
explicit educational goals and objectives aimed at focusing local efforts on 
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improving school quality and student learning. Bryk et al (1994:75), maintain that 
the Chicago Reform Act focused primarily on creating a political force in school 
communities that would lead to school improvement by empowering communities 
to bring about organisational changes that would enable schools to be more 
responsive to the communities they serve. 
The investigation conducted by Bryk et al (1994:75) produced varied results on 
how successful schools were in implementing the Reform Act. From the 
investigation four distinct patterns emerged in schools that engaged in this reform 
process. The evidence revealed that parents and the community did not take an 
active role in school affairs and that this consolidated the position of the principal. 
As a result the principal was accorded more autonomy and power. 
Some schools in Chicago were also identified as having problems, with what is 
commonly referred to as "adversarial politics". This occurs when school 
communities are factioned, and individuals strive for power. This often results in 
a lack of decision making and principals resort to engaging in maintenance 
politics whereby the status quo is maintained, as stakeholders are basically 
satisfied with existing arrangements. In these schools the ideals of a strong 
democracy are undermined. 
Strong democracy is most likely to occur in those schools where there is sustained 
debate regarding goals, standards and school activities. Bryk et al (1994:76) 
deduce that the pattern of "adversarial politics" seems to occur in predominantly 
minority schools with mixed ethnic and racial populations, while strong 
democratic practices are somewhat more prevalent in small schools and in schools 
in which more than 85% of students are Hispanic. Evidence gleaned from the 
report indicates that at least one-third of schools, most in need of reform, 
developed strong democratic participation and focused on a systemic approach to 
school improvement. However, for meaningful advances on student improvement, 
restructuring alone does not suffice. Major advances in improving student 
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achievement necessitate enhancing the expertise of teachers and developing a 
professional community. This, Bryk et al (1994:49) contend, will require a greater 
commitment to resource schools as well as develop a new infrastructure to support 
the work of schools. Central to the Chicago Reform Act is that schools need to 
develop in such a way that they become learning environments not just for 
students but also for adults. Coupled with this is the need for quality control and 
regular feedback to schools on their progress. The progress made by schools and 
the nature of the feedback to schools must be dealt with sensitively, and 
realistically. The authors of the Report State that during the transitional period 
staff members need to be adequately prepared for the confusion and conflict 
associated with organisational change. This preparation is essential, as it will 
ensure that restructuring is not abandoned for the security that the old ways 
offered. The process of reform, according to Bryk et al (1994:80), must be 
developmental, must be tested against evidence about what is actually happening 
in schools, and must be judged by organisational outcomes in terms of student 
achievement. 
The experience of other countries in nurturing co-operative governance in schools 
aimed at improvement, accountability, and enhancing the principles of democracy 
must be considered seriously within the South African context if South African 
schools are going to succeed in the implementation of co-operative governance. 
2. 7 LESSONS FOR AN EMERGING NATION 
The beginning of an educational recovery needs to take cognisance of the lessons 
that can be learnt by international experience. While it may be argued that the 
South African education system needs to free itself from the shackles of European 
domination and influence, the lessons to be learnt from other countries should not 
be ignored in the quest for a system of education that embraces the ideals of our 
new found democracy. Holdstock (1987:252-254) argues that in the quest to be 
relevant in the African context necessitates a desire to be more human and he 
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stresses the importance of "ubuntu". The value of the quality of the interpersonal 
relationship between stakeholders, according to Holdstock (1987:255), has 
already been verified in Europe and America. Taking into account developments 
in the reformation of educational endeavours internationally provides a strong 
argument for the reorientation of education in South Africa. The lessons to be 
learnt from international experiences thus need to be considered to ensure that co-
operative governance in the South African context is a means to greater 
efficiency, quality schooling, higher achievement scores and embraces the 
principles of democracy, equity and accountability. 
The expenence of co-operative governance in England clearly illustrated that 
schools are most effective when elected governors are in agreement as to their 
shared roles and responsibilities. The greed for personal power on the part of 
governors is detrimental to school efficiency. Training of governors is the 
cornerstone in affirming governors in the execution of their roles and 
responsibilities. This training is particularly relevant when governing bodies are 
composed of a cross section of people with differing ideologies, expectations and 
ideals. In a multicultural environment, such as our own, training will have to play 
a pivotal role in ensuring an alignment of objectives and decisions. The English 
model of co-operative governance makes provision for representivity of ethnic 
groups, which the South African model must heed in ensuring that school 
governors are not from only a particular social strata. 
Governors are the link between the external and internal environment of the 
school. This link is crucial in a changing environment, especially in the South 
African context. Studies conducted by Kogan et al (1984: 112), clearly illustrate 
that where governors, in England, were sensitive to community needs, school 
efficiency and learner achievement increased. The English model of school 
governance is geared not only to the school but also the community as a whole. 
The general call for "active citizenship" is intended to inculcate the ideals of 
democracy that would summon a cross section of the population to be partners in 
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school governance. Governors thus are accountable to communities in the way 
they shape educational institutions. Governors need to be sensitised to the fact that 
they have an important role to play in developing a learning society. 
An important development in England that may be of value in the local context is 
that of funding of schools to achieve the objectives of co-operative governance. In 
England the introduction of 'grant maintained schools', introduced by the 1988 
Education Reform Act, gave governors total responsibility for running and 
administering school functionality. While the literature paints differing pictures on 
the success and failures of this innovation it is perhaps an ideal that needs to be 
considered in the South African context, provided it is accompanied by 
appropriate training. 
Australia's experience may also provide some valuable insights into 
implementing co-operative governance in South African schools. Australia and 
South Africa have both emerged from highly centralised education systems. The 
process of devolution as a means to achieving equity, improve learner 
achievement, redress economic decline, has been at the forefront of these two 
countries as a means to stimulate community participation in co-operative 
governance. Australia, in addressing economic decline, embarked on a process of 
bridging the gap between classroom and industry. The innovation of a new 
curriculum, a more effective education system that would address the needs of 
communities was fuelled by the conviction that responsibility, accountability and 
equity can only be sustained within communities. 
Community participation in decision-making processes and the policy of 
decentralisation needs the support of fiscal policies. In Australia block loans were 
allocated to schools to assist with basic maintenance and equipment. The 
utilisation of this allocation was the result of collective decision-making. The 
Australian experience was that such decision- making was not only markedly 
superior, but that the implementation of such decisions was also quicker. Block 
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loans to schools also played a remarkable role in stimulating representivity on 
school councils as schools with minority groups were given additional financial 
assistance. The reason for this can perhaps be due to the fact that Australia's 
educational provisioning was heavily weighted towards a white middle class and 
that the allocation of finance to assist minority groups was a means to 
redistributive justice. Redistributive justice needs to be carefully administered 
within the South African educational system. School governing bodies should 
ensure that in the utilisation of funding they have consulted widely to ensure 
consensus from the community they serve. The Australian experience confirms 
that a decentralised education system responds meaningfully to equity and social 
justice concerns as it allows for decisions to be taken within communities and 
where needs are known best. 
Similarly to Australia, South Africa has high levels of unemployment, and the 
extent to which educational reform can or will address this economic reality is 
contentious. Within the South African context we need to guard that we do not 
allow long-term goals to be sacrificed by short term needs. Co-operative, 
devolution, and site-based management will ensure that schools become vehicles 
for pursuing the aims of equity and social justice. 
This will be assisted further if a balance can be achieved between central policy 
and the school's autonomy. Co-operative governance, when fully operationalised, 
will go a long way to making schools instruments for bringing about meaningful 
changes within communities that may lead to improved performance. Australia, 
serves a good example in that where schools are not given a corporate identity and 
where the establishment of school councils is not mandatory, the transfer of power 
to communities is delayed, co-operative governance weakened by the apathy of 
members who have artificial power. 
Developments towards educational reform in Boston, Kentucky and Chicago were 
brought about as a result of declining student achievement, lack of direction, and 
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inequality. In addressing these conditions within schools the reform initiatives 
aimed at common goals of adopting a collaborative approach to school 
management that would implement systems that would be flexible in addressing 
the educational needs of particular communities. From surveys conducted it was 
deduced that the success of reform initiatives, is dependent on whether 
educational mission, teaching strategies, quality professional development and a 
student centred curriculum were the outcome of shared decision-making. The 
sustaining of such reform requires substantial developmental funds to not only 
sustain, but also to actualise, the implementation thereof at school level. The 
Boston initiative expounded that school councils had to have a sound 
understanding of the key issues in education, a sound understanding of their role 
within governance structures, student achievement would not be forthcoming. 
Reform essentially has to be underpinned by improved student performance. 
In all communities a minority group can be found who are often marginalized, as 
they are often not given a meaningful voice in decision-making processes. In 
Kentucky and Chicago the experience is that in order to ensure that the 
educational needs of entire communities are addressed school councils need to 
make provision for these groups to be represented on school councils. The success 
of school councils lies in their ability to represent entire communities, harvesting 
political support and embracing democratic principles that will ensure 
accountability, efficiency and equity. 
In Chicago, research revealed that when power was devolved to communities, 
school achievement increased. The reason given is that parents who formed the 
majority on school councils had influence over which teachers to employ as well 
as had authority to dismiss under performing personnel. Performance of personnel 
within schools correlates directly with pupil performance. Historically reform in 
the South African context has been born out of a struggle against previous 
regimes, in which education played a pivotal role. The emergence of a new found 
democracy necessitates a renewed commitment on the part of educators to 
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perform in ways that will lead to increased learner achievement. Learner 
achievement is the outcome of co-operative governance in which all stakeholders, 
inclusive of teachers, have to play a meaningful role. 
Internationally, co-operative governance has received much attention. Unlike 
countries such as England, Australia and the United States, that were discussed 
earlier, co-operative governance is relatively new to South African schools. 
Although some schools have endeavoured to embrace certain principles of 
democratic governance they were still bound by apartheid legislation and 
centralised control. The implementation of co-operative governance, in the post-
apartheid dispensation, is relatively a new concept in South African schools and 
the debate will hinge upon whether the implementation thereof will be meaningful 
and successful, taking into account the realities and challenges arising from the 
new system of school governance. 
2.8 CO-OPERATIVE GOVERNANCE IN SOUTH AFRICA 
Co-operative governance is a relatively new concept in South Africa and was 
introduced as a means to democratise schools. Heystek and Paquette (1999: 186-
195) maintain that the obvious reason for the change in education policy and a 
shift to co-operative governance is a result of a new democratic government. The 
authors contend that financial restriction and the basic right to education for all 
people have changed the role of school governance in South Africa. The changes 
in the political climate have also changed the values and aims of education. The 
1996 Constitution emphasises equality for all people and makes clear that unfair 
discrimination is not acceptable. New education legislation, as contained in the 
Schools Act, reflects the tenants of the 1996 Constitution and provides a new 
framework for governance, funding and organisation. The principles underpinning 
co-operative governance are based on the constitutional principles and values of 
the 1996 Constitution. The Constitution safeguards the rights of all citizens and 
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enshrines the right to basic education. Co-operative governance is thus a means of 
deepening our social democracy, broadens participation and ownership, 
transforms education and develops a culture of learning and teaching in all 
schools. Co-operative governance makes provision for broad participation by the 
community to ensure that the needs of the community are met. It is thus important 
to give a brief outline of the historical development of school governance in South 
Africa in order to understand the shift in paradigm in terms of co-operative 
governance. 
2.8.1 Historical background 
A cursory review of the history of school governance will reveal that control, 
power and the centralisation of education have been contentious issues since 
1910. The debate concerning the control of education by the State was 
exacerbated by the coming to power of the National Party, which implemented 
apartheid policies (and the core of the apartheid ideology was its education policy) 
in 1948. The concomitant impact of separatist policies was characterised by 
bureaucracy, autocracy and centralisation. In the National Education Policy 
Initiative (1993:7) (hereafter referred to as the NEPI report), it is reported that the 
constitution of the RSA of 1983 established the concepts of "general affairs" and 
"own affairs". These concepts fragmented education into various education 
departments based along racial lines, with unequal expenditure on pupils in the 
different departments. The 1983 constitution and the establishment of the 
Department of National Education in 1984 entrenched the centralisation trend in 
education. 
Buckland and Hofmeyr (1993:242) report that within a system of centralisation 
there are elements of decentralisation. They add that decentralisation can be found 
in the devolution of power to provinces in 1910 and the independent homelands 
after 1968, allowing the latter to develop their own education systems. However, 
they point out, that at regional and school level, there is a lack of meaningful 
governance. 
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According to Mkhize (1989:109), the Bantu Education Act of 1953 paved the way 
for parental participation in school affairs. However, parental involvement 
typified by parent-teacher associations (PTAs) and management committees was 
largely advisory and centred around fundraising. In traditionally white only 
schools, parent involvement also amounted to playing a merely supportive role. 
The South African system of education governance did not facilitate the 
participation of parents, teachers and students. The NEPI report ( 1993: 14) clearly 
identifies that education accountability was in the hands of the bureaucrats within 
the system, which marginalized public access and that the accountability of the 
different departments was contained by the limited legitimacy of the political 
authorities. Some of the departments did have advisory bodies for policy 
formulation. However, such bodies lacked legitimacy and played a very small 
role. As a result, mass-based education organisations, which emerged shortly after 
the 1976 Soweto Riots, began to agitate for and mobilise communities against 
rigid hierarchical State control over schools. This agitation was further fuelled by 
the gross inequalities and massive backlogs in the provisioning of resources, 
especially in African schools. Education was also sharply divided from the world 
of work and schools often did not equip learners for the workplace. (Department 
of Education, 1996a: 17). Organisations such as the South African Democratic 
Teachers' Union (SADTU), the National Education Co-ordinating Committee 
(NECC) and the Congress of South African Students (COSAS) began to exercise 
a critical variable in the process for change in state education. The NEPI report 
(1993: 15) reports a shift of power towards black communities since 1976, 
resulting in the balance of power in education governance shifting towards 
progressive education organisations such as the NECC. 
The early 1980s witnessed various crises. According to Chisholm and Kgobo 
(1993:6) schooling collapsed in many parts of the country. They cite that by April 
1993, 16 000 instances of disruption had taken place, 11 million pupil-days had 
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been lost, teachers were protesting as a result of retrenchments, and salary 
negotiations began to foreshadow the volume of demands for education change. 
The agitation of extra-parliamentary groupings began to erode the rigid state 
control over education and pave the way for consultation and even negotiation. 
By the mid 1980s, schools had become centres of resistance to apartheid 
education. The NECC called for the formation of parent-teacher-student 
associations (PTSAs) in high schools and parent-teacher associations (PTAs) in 
primary schools. These were to bring together major stakeholders to engage in 
managing schools, their modus operandi being to introduce what is commonly 
referred to as "people's education", and to introduce it without stopping 
schooling. By 1994, the said associations, despite problems, enjoyed widespread 
popular legitimacy. White schools, it may be argued, had a more recent tradition 
in respect of school governance, when the government imposed Model C status on 
them in August 1992. This was as a response to the growing inability of the State 
to provide the same level of financial support to them. The declining economy of 
the 1980s and the growing resistance to apartheid during the 1990s foreshadowed 
the attempts by government to move in the direction of greater equality between 
white and black education. The establishment of governing bodies in Model C 
schools empowered parent representatives to levy school fees and determine 
admission criteria. However, teachers and students were not given any formal 
powers of decision-making. 
The 1990s, despite the powers afforded to governing bodies, set the stage for 
dramatic changes in education in which the actor would begin to exert pressure on 
authorities to commence with the democratisation of education. According to 
Chisholm and Kgobo (1993:7) the NECC demanded the establishment of a 
negotiating forum. Should their demands not be met, they would devise strategies 
to disrupt white schools. Chisholm and Kgobo note that the assassination of Chris 
Hani in April 1993, gave further impetus to the militancy of the NECC and other 
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groupings agitating for educational change, in which co-operative governance 
would feature prominently. 
According to Godden (1996:42), co-operative governance is a vital key 
underpinning the development of South African education and is an important 
democratic principle underlying the 1996 constitution. In 1995, the first White 
Paper on Education stated that "the principle of democratic governance should 
increasingly be reflected in every level of the system" (1995:22). According to 
Steyn (1999:66) the White Paper on Education and Training (1995) and the 
Preamble to the Schools Act are the first initiatives taken by the government to 
eliminate the inequalities within the provision of education and to implement a 
governance system that would mirror the hopes and aspirations of a community. 
Furthermore, the Draft Education White Paper 2 (1995:34) (The Organisation, 
Governance and Funding of Schools), declared that "school governance should 
embody shared responsibility of parents, teachers, learners and the community for 
school policy". New legislation and in particular the South African Schools Act 
has significantly changed the manner in which schools are managed. The 
fundamental change is the advocacy of the democratic principle of participatory 
school management and governance. The Schools Act advocates greater parental 
involvement in schools through the agency of a school governing body. Parents 
are also given considerable power in such matters as developing a code of 
conduct, determining the language policy of the school, administering and 
controlling property, determining fees and designing a budget, and recommending 
staff for appointment. The Schools Act affords educators more opportunities for 
participating in decision-making. This does not imply that teachers are able to 
usurp the authority of the principal, but rather affords opportunities for all staff to 
engage in decisions that affect them. The collaborative approach to school 
management is aimed at enhancing a climate for democracy, accountability, and 
ownership. The vehicle used to achieve these aims and values is the school 
governing body. 
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Co-operative governance is therefore not only in keeping with the spirit of 
democracy but must embrace the concepts of participation and decentralisation. 
The Schools Act of 1996 has given formal legal effect to the establishment of 
school governing bodies and is pivotal in establishing co-operation between 
education authorities and the school community. 
2.8.2 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GOVERNANCE AND SCHOOL 
MANAGEMENT 
Section 15 of the Schools Act classifies public schools as juristic persons. That is, 
they are separate legal entities that exist apart from the school community. 
However, schools function through the governing body. Section 16 of the 
Schools Act states that the governance of every school is vested in its governing 
body and that the governing body of a school stands in a position of trust towards 
the school. This provision gives school-governing bodies the legal capacity, for 
example, to conclude contracts on behalf of the school. School governance 
involves the active participation of parents, teaching staff, non-teaching staff and 
in secondary schools learners in making decisions about policy and school funds. 
The duties and responsibilities of governors are set out in the Schools Act. 
However, the professional management of a public school is the responsibility of 
the principal who acts under the authority of the Head of Department. Section 16 
(1) of the Schools Act implies that there are defined responsibilities that need to 
be attended to by the governing body and other matters that must be decided on by 
the principal. In general terms the day to day teaching and learning activities of a 
school are the responsibility of the principal. The governing body executes policy 
matters. These would include the development of a code of conduct for learners, 
to interview staff for appointments, prepare a budget, keep financial records and 
administer the school fund. The principal and his management staff will 
administer any policies that are determined by the school governing body and 
organise the teaching and learning activities of a school in accordance with the 
mission statement that was developed by the school governing body. However, it 
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needs to be pointed out that there may be areas where management and 
governance overlap and that it is extremely important that governors and 
management work as partners to ensure effective and efficient schools. An 
example where there are areas of overlap between management and governance is 
the area of budgeting. The principal and teaching staff need to clearly indicate 
their classroom needs to ensure accurate and meaningful budgeting. 
2.8.3 MANAGEMENT AND CO-OPERATIVE GOVERNANCE 
School principals, for the most part, have controlled South African schools, with 
little or no teacher-parent participation. The principal' s leadership style and frame 
of reference mainly drove the school's ethos, culture and impetus. Teachers, 
parents and students contributed very little to policy and decision making, for the 
most part their role was supportive in nature. 
The demise of a rigid, centralised and bureaucratic approach to education brought 
about by the Schools Act paved the way for a more interactive approach to school 
governance and management. The Schools Act gave powers to governing bodies, 
enabling them to determine school policy and rules. Alternatively, school 
management is vested in the domain of the school principal whose task it is to 
control teaching and learning. The Schools Act has major management 
development implications for school principals in terms of managing the effects 
of the said Act. School principals need intensive training regarding a more 
participative style of management that would embrace the values of co-operative 
governance. Principals need to develop a more participatory style of management 
that would allow staff and parents to play a meaningful role in decision making. 
Principals should not misconstrue the involvement of teachers and parents as 
wanting to usurp their powers. In terms of the Schools Act, principals will need to 
be developed and empowered to adopt approaches to decision-making that 
embrace collaboration and consultation. 
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According to McLennan (1997:47-48), education governance and management 
place much emphasis on building relationships between communities and schools, 
parents and educators, learners and principals, principals and officials whose 
relationships were polarised by years of apartheid and struggle. The author 
postulates that this approach to school governance and management requires both 
a centralised and decentralised approach. She stresses that centralised control may 
drive reform, while decentralised control encourages participation and innovation. 
It could be argued that at this juncture in the history of South Africa, the reform 
initiative is still firmly driven at a political level, while at school or institutional 
level, communities are being encouraged to participate in bringing about 
meaningful change at schools. Hanson (1998:113) maintains that educational 
reform always has its roots in the political arena. He argues that as nations make 
the transition from autocratic to democratic forms of government, an almost 
natural outcome is an effort to decentralise the educational system as one 
mechanism of establishing citizen participation in government institutions. 
Education management needs a new outlook in its approach towards schools. 
Education management needs to focus on the school and its community where the 
culture of teaching and learning is created. This is premised on the envisaged 
creation of co-operative governance, which will culminate in the concept of self-
managing schools (Department of Education, 1996a: 28). 
Co-operative governance implies internal power devolution within the school and 
democratisation of management at all levels. Co-operative governance is based on 
shared values and schools need to embody stakeholder participation. According to 
Xaba (1996:48), research shows that stakeholders and teachers are not averse to 
being included in decision-making processes at schools. Murphy (1988:45) 
maintains that schools need to implement effective programmes that reflect the 
value system of their clients. Despite the different functions and powers afforded 
to school governors and school management, the two need to work together in 
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encouraging and involving all members of a community to participate in the 
decision-making processes. 
While it is important to distinguish between the role of the governing body and 
that of the principal, the distinction must not detract from the constitutional 
principles for co-operative governance. According to Potgieter et al ( 1997: 19) 
these principles include: 
• promoting of peace, harmony and stability; 
• securing the well being of all stakeholders; 
• ensuring effective, transparent and accountable governance; 
• consulting on matters of common interest; 
• ensuring that agreed procedures are kept; 
• avoiding legal action against one another. 
Co-operative governance is thus best described as an interactive approach to 
education in which all stakeholders are represented, and take co-responsibility for 
the effective and efficient operations of their schools. It is important to recognise 
the South African Schools Act only offers sketchy assistance in the division of 
authority and the tasks of school management and school governing bodies. A 
legalistic approach to dividing responsibilities and functions may not be useful. 
Governance and management are often so interwoven that it is often not possible 
to clearly define or separate the roles and functions of the school governing body 
and that of the management of a school. While there may be certain functions that 
are clearly governance and some which are management, there are yet others that 
could arguably be assigned to either, according to institutional context. The best 
approach would be one of collaboration in which principles are used as a means to 
school improvement and that clarity will be reached as schools begin to practice 
co-operative governance. The assumptions that underpin the efficacious 
implementation of co-operative governance remains central to ensuring that 
governing bodies implement the School Act of 1996, and contribute to 
establishing a quality education system in South Africa. 
69 
2.9 CONCLUSION 
Educational reform is a world-wide phenomenon that is inextricably linked to 
social regeneration, upliftment and participation. The process of decentralisation 
and devolution, as surveyed in this chapter, points to numerous positive 
initiatives. Countries such as Australia, Britain, and certain states in America have 
witnessed significant performance in achievement after embarking on the process 
of devolution. The process has often not been easy, and clearly the pitfalls have 
been alluded to in this chapter. The roles of parents, principals, teachers and 
learners have undergone significant changes. These changes have often resulted in 
tension between various role players. This tension has been a result of the various 
role players having to come to terms with their additional responsibilities. These 
responsibilities have also impacted on the accountability that governors have had 
to exercise towards the wider community. Often parents have not had the skills to 
perform adequately, nor have they had a sound understanding of their roles and 
responsibilities. 
Recently South Africa has embarked on a rapid process of democratisation, 
embracing a new Constitution and social reorganisation. The Schools Act has 
heralded an education system that is aimed at wide social participation. The aim 
of this legislation is primarily to embark on a system of education that is 
democratic and non-racial. The democratic structure of school governing bodies 
enhanced by devolution and decentralisation aims at giving more power and 
responsibility to communities who can address educational issues at the local 
level. In line with international trends the adoption of a more democratic approach 
will hopefully lead to improved schooling based on the needs of the local 
community. The governing body of public schools in South Africa, as well as 
internationally, is the vehicle to achieving equity, democracy and accountability. 
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The experience of co-operative governance internationally is encouraging, but as 
was illustrated in this chapter was not always smoothly paved. We have witnessed 
through the literature that the roles, responsibilities and functions of governors 
were not always clearly understood, nor was there always consensus on the 
parameters of the powers afforded them. While tension could not always be easily 
diffused, the resultant outcomes were due to tension, conflict, and negotiation. 
This synergy leads to co-operation and making-decisions which are in the 
interests, not to power seeking individuals, but the entire school community. 
A survey of research on decentralisation and devolution illustrates the benefits of 
co-operation, however, such a process is not without its problems. The work of 
legislators, educational theorists and politicians, while having the best intentions, 
is not always easy to implement. The shift to devolve power to the local level is 
certainly not absolute in South Africa as control is still being maintained at central 
level. However, schools are beginning to come to terms with their newly founded 
governing bodies. It is thus important that research be conducted on matters 
concerning co-operative governance in public schools in various districts in 
Gauteng in order to access the level of understanding that principals have of co-
operative governance. It is important to do this research to establish the 
experiences and perceptions that educators have of co-operative governance as 
well as to establish how effective co-operative school governance is in Gauteng 
schools. This knowledge will help to establish the needs of schools in 
implementing co-operative school governance to enable school authorities to plan 
relevant training and support to schools to ensure the successful implementation 
of co-operative school governance. 
71 
CHAPTER3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
The literature review conducted in chapter 2 provided a frame of reference for the 
research, in which educational reform was discussed from an international and 
local perspective. The chapter focussed primarily on the educational reform 
process in England, Australia and America. The philosophy of co-operative 
school governance in these countries was reviewed to ascertain the values of co-
operative governance for an emerging democracy in South Africa. The 
implementation of co-operative governance in the South African context needs to 
take cognisance of the lessons learnt by these countries. The purpose of the study 
is to assess the level of participation and commitment of stakeholders to co-
operative school governance. The study primarily aims to explore the extent to 
which schools have implemented co-operative governance and to trace how policy 
has been realised in practice. 
The purpose of this chapter is to analyse the research instrument that will ultimately 
collect data from relevant sources, as to the progress been made in implementing co-
operative governance in Gauteng. The research methods will be explained to provide 
a description of the steps that will be followed in the data analysis. 
3.2 QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 
To establish the views and commitment of principals to co-operative governance 
and education opinions on the implementation of co-operative governance some 
form of measurement is required. The study made use of a quantitative method to 
gather data on the implementation of co-operative governance in Gauteng schools. 
This method according to Schumacher and McMillan (1993:15-16), presents 
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statistical results represented by numbers, based on what is called a "logical 
positivist" philosophy, which assumes that there are social facts with a single 
objective reality, separate from the feelings and beliefs of an individual. The 
researcher avoids bias and error by designing an instrument, which will provide 
universal, context-free generalisations. When using quantitative methods the 
researcher decides where, when and from whom the data will be collected. In this 
study the researcher has chosen schools, and the data was collected from 
principals. Quantitative research establishes relationships between measured 
variables from which the researcher can make valuable deductions. 
3.3 THE RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 
The primary goal of this research is to analyse how policy on co-operative 
governance is realised in practice in primary and secondary schools. A 
questionnaire was designed to gather data from school principals in the Gauteng 
provmce. 
3.3.1 Construction of questionnaire 
A questionnaire was chosen as a means of gathering data because, in the absence 
of direct communication, the questionnaire imposes a personal response from 
respondents. According to Schumacher and McMillan (1993 :254 ), the 
questionnaire is the most widely used technique for obtaining information because 
it is economical, contains standardised questions, assures anonymity, and 
questions can be written for specific purposes. However, Hopkins (1976: 145) 
maintains that questionnaires can only be effective and of value if the questions 
are definite and quantifiable; the format of the questionnaire is structured in such 
a way that the respondent will find it easy to record his/her responses; and all 
instructions are free from ambiguity. 
According to Travers (1978:101), for a questionnaire to be reliable, it must be 
measured against the following requirements: 
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• Questions should not evoke uniform, stereotyped responses. 
• Questions should be clearly stated in the simplest possible terms. 
• Questions should be formulated in such a way that the responses are firm and 
reliable. 
• Loaded and presuming questions should be avoided. 
• Questions should not be hypothetical. 
• The use of emotionally loaded terms must be avoided. 
• Questions must not be long or complicated. 
• Only ask questions with which the respondent is familiar. 
• The question must be such that inferences can be made from the responses 
obtained to responses obtained in other areas. 
• Confidentiality needs to be assured at all times. 
The questionnaire was formulated to elicit responses from school principals that 
would indicate the extent and development of co-operative school governance. 
3.3.2 Aspects of governance that formed the basis of the questionnaire 
The roles and functions of governing bodies are contained in Section 20 and 21 of 
the Schools Act. The Schools Act was thus instrumental in the formulation of the 
questionnaire and the following aspects received attention: 
(a) The legal status of school governing bodies. 
The election of school governing bodies was a process, which was informed by 
extensive regulations and guidelines that ensured fairness and transparency. The 
data collected from the questionnaire will establish whether the process was to 
any extent manipulated, whether or not people availed themselves for election, 
whether governors feel competent in the execution of their responsibilities, and to 
what extent governors enhance the conditions within a school for improvement. 
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(b) The role of the governing body m fostering and sustaining principles of 
democracy and equity. 
Democracy and equity are dependent on the extent to which governing bodies can 
work effectively together in the realisation of a common understanding of their 
shared vision for a school. As school populations are presently changing at an 
alarming rate in respect of diversity and schools need to ensure that they remain 
representative of the community they serve. Respondents have to indicate what 
conditions and school policies will embrace the principles of democracy and 
equity. 
( c) Pupil representation on school governing bodies. 
South Africa is perhaps at the forefront, internationally, with regard to mandating 
learner participation on school governing bodies. The acceptance of learners on 
governing bodies is somewhat contentious as there may be uncertainty regarding 
their contribution to school governance. It must also be noted that schools are 
accommodating learners from various cultures. It is therefore essential that 
learners are represented on the governing body to ensure that the rights of 
minority groups are protected when decisions are taken that may affect them. 
(d) Co-operative school governance will enhance and promote effective school 
management. 
The democratisation and legitimisation of participation by teachers and parents in 
school management raises the question of whether or not co-operative governance 
contributes to effective schooling. While it may be argued that the participation of 
teachers in decision making may lead to greater efficiency, the extent to which the 
participation of parents, community structures and pupils will contribute to school 
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effectiveness needs to be assessed. Respondents were required to report on the 
extent to which they perceived the value of shared decision-making. 
Effective school management may be linked to healthy relations between 
principals and chairs of governing bodies. Governors may serve on governing 
bodies for different reasons. The questionnaire did not attempt to elicit the reasons 
why parents and teachers avail themselves for election to governing bodies, but 
rather to uncover the importance of good relations between governors that may or 
may not enhance effective school management. Respondents were expected to 
indicate whether good relations and trust between governors influenced the way 
decisions are made and implemented. 
( e) Styles of governance most appropriate in facilitating co-operative governance and 
external relations. 
The leadership role played by the principal and his/her management style 
influences the way decisions are made and impacts on team building exercises. 
Respondents were required to reflect on their leadership style and indicate the 
degree to which their management style influenced decisions. 
The style of leadership also impacts on the schools' ability to harmonise with their 
external partners. When the greater part of the national education's budget is 
allocated to personnel costs, it becomes difficult to ensure an even distribution of 
resources. For this reason schools need to partner with agencies outside the 
education system to supplement their educational needs. Much outside funding is 
earmarked for educational purposes and community upliftment. Co-operative 
governance is a means to building relations in an interactive way. For example 
due to poor learner performance in mathematics and science and the importance 
of the subject in the economic world, industry is committed to provide and finance 
training for science and mathematics teachers. Respondents had to show what 
proportion of their inputs dealt with building bridges with external constituencies. 
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(f) Decentralisation 
Section 21 of the Schools Act gives school-governing bodies powers and duties 
that will empower them to govern schools meaningfully. In this way legislators 
have ensured that the school governing body addresses local needs. Respondents 
had to indicate whether they felt governing bodies were sufficiently prepared to 
assume responsibility for these powers and whether they are prepared to cope with 
this challenge which could prove to be time consuming. 
(g) Training of governors 
Effective co-operative governance is dependent on the quality of skills that 
governors have. As most schools are located in disadvantaged areas, training of a 
high calibre will be needed to ensure that governors are adequately equipped to, 
not only execute their duties but have a sound understanding of what co-operative 
governance is. The respondents were required to indicate how much input is 
needed to ensure that co-operative governance enhances the quality of educational 
endeavours, as effective governors make effective schools. 
3.3.3 The scaling technique 
Schumacher and McMillan (1993 :260) maintain that the scaling of questions is 
extensively used in questionnaires because they allow for fairly accurate 
assessments of beliefs and opinions. They postulate that the reason for this is 
because many of our beliefs and opinions are thought of in terms of graduations. 
We believe something very strongly or intently, or perhaps we have a positive or 
negative opinion of something. According to Schumacher and McMillan 
(1993 :260), the most widely used example is the Likert scale in which the 
respondent indicates the degree of agreement or disagreement with the statement. 
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All questions concerning co-operative governance were scaled for the following 
reasons: 
• The respondent, according to his/her own merit, can evaluate each question. 
• The scaling technique enables the use of a variety of statistical techniques. 
• The scaling of questions provides a greater degree of flexibility. 
• The scaling of questions includes a neutral response. 
• The respondent is not forced to make a choice. 
The following six-point scale was used: 
• 1 meaning strongly disagree 
• 2 meaning disagree 
• 3 meaning partially disagree 
• 4 meaning partially agree 
• 5 meaning agree 
• 6 meaning strongly agree 
3.4 SAMPLING 
Travers (1978:333) maintains that the first step in quantitative research is to 
identify those individuals whom the researcher wants to question. It is from them 
that the data will be collected. The kind of sampling that was used is referred to as 
purposeful or expert choice sampling. According to Dyer (1979:95) in purposive 
choice sampling experts choose "typical" or "representative' cases on the 
assumption that with judgement and reason a satisfactory sample can be chosen. 
Charles (1995: 98) maintains that purposive sampling, is used to select certain 
segments of that which he wants to study. The researcher uses his or her 
judgement as to which segments should be included in the study. The research on 
co-operative governance made use of such sampling. Two hundred and fifty 
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schools were selected in each of the three regions that constitute the Gauteng 
province. The samples were drawn to reflect an even distribution of the previous 
education departments, to extract information that is typical of all schools in the 
Gauteng province. The information gained from the sample of schools would 
hopefully reflect inferences about the total number of schools in Gauteng. 
3.5 RESPONDENTS 
Principals themselves were seen as the best possible respondents, as they are 
pivotal in ensuring that co-operative governance is effective in their schools. It is 
therefore noted that for the purposes of this study only principals were surveyed 
and that a further study may need to be conducted to survey other governors on 
the implementation of co-operative governance. The changes in schools brought 
about by our new constitution and legislation to democratise society have 
impacted on the way schools are governed. Principals need to ensure that their 
schools operate within a new legal framework and that they are responsible for 
moving their schools forward. Principals have often been under tremendous 
pressure in ensuring the well being of their schools and have realised that they 
cannot do it all by themselves. The success of the initiatives taken by governors to 
ensure that schools are managed well, can best be gleaned from the inputs made 
by the principal. 
3.6 DISTRIBUTION AND COLLECTION OF DATA 
The researcher distributed the questionnaires to district offices in the provincial 
department. Schools collected the questionnaire from the district together with 
departmental correspondence. Enclosed with each questionnaire was an envelope 
and postage in which the completed questionnaire was dispatched back to the 
researcher. 
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One questionnaire was distributed to principals in primary and secondary schools 
in the province of Gauteng. The sample consisted of 600 respondents of which 81 
English, 101 Afrikaans, 4 7 N guni and 61 Sotho speaking persons responded. Of 
the 600 questionnaires 300 were returned of which 295 were usable representing a 
return rate of 49.1 %. The return rate of the questionnaires was rather 
disappointing, as one would have expected a better response. It needs to be noted 
that the questionnaires did not reach all principals simultaneously and those 
principals may have received the questionnaires after the return date. Attempts 
were made to telephone principals informing them that they could still return their 
responses. The return rate was nonetheless acceptable. 
The following tables show the nature of the sample. 
TABLE 3.1: DISTRICTS 
Province Frequency Percentage 
Central Districts 70 23.7 
Southern Districts 46 15.5 
North Districts 134 45.42 
250 84.4 
Total 
TABLE 3.2: GENDER RESPONDENTS 
Gender Frequency Percentage 
Female 104 35.5 
Male 189 64.5 
Total 293 100 
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TABLE 3.3: LANGUAGE 
Language Frequency Percentage 
Nguni 47 15.9 
Afrikaans 101 34.2 
English 81 27.4 
Sotho 61 20.6 
Total 290 98.l 
TABLE 3.4: LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION 
Language Frequency Percentage 
English 191 65.0 
Afrikaans 46 15.6 
Double-medium 17 5.8 
Parallel-medium 39 13.3 
Total 293 99.7 
TABLE 3.5: TYPE OF SCHOOL 
Type of school Frequency Percentage 
183 62.0 
Primary School 
Secondary School 70 23.7 
19 6.4 
Combined School 
Total 272 92.2 
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3.7 ITEMS 
In this section the following tables will show the items and the responses. 
According to Fraenk:el and Wallen (1993:148), the measurement of a group of 
items is only meaningful when the items belong together in some significant way 
and if these can be used collectively as a measuring instrument. The items not 
only belong to each other, but also measure a common property. It is therefore 
anticipated that the measurements made will be meaningful. 
Table 3.6: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES RELATING TO SHARED 
DECISION-MAKING. 
% Selecting 5 or 6 
Frequency of respondents scoring from 1 to 6 
% of 5 
Item Frequency of Respondents Total &6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Cl 5 49 15 39 87 99 294 63.3 
C2 5 15 28 28 73 115 294 63.9 
C3 8 45 13 35 81 112 294 65.6 
C4 1 55 17 28 65 128 294 65.6 
cs 53 31 29 47 72 61 293 45.4 
C6 1 52 16 43 86 96 294 61.9 
C7 2 52 16 40 89 93 292 62.3 
cs 135 66 22 28 29 11 291 13.7 
C9 3 49 17 32 92 101 294 96.2 
ClO 115 57 41 38 29 12 292 14.0 
Cll 21 50 46 52 70 49 288 41.3 
C12 15 40 31 37 70 98 291 57.7 
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% of 5 
Item Frequency of Respondents Total &6 
C13 16 41 26 46 82 81 292 55.8 
C14 109 65 28 34 39 17 292 19.1 
ClS 4 54 32 39 60 103 292 55.8 
C16 31 40 20 40 73 86 290 54.8 
C17 49 45 35 57 49 57 292 36.3 
Table 3.7: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES ON SECTION D RELATING TO 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PRINCIPAL AND CHAIRPERSON 
% of 5 
Item Frequency of Respondents Total &6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Dl 2 52 14 13 67 142 290 72 
D2 6 53 17 24 79 113 292 65,7 
D3 23 51 26 46 70 76 292 50 
D4 70 55 46 49 37 34 291 24.3 
DS 2 51 8 13 64 154 292 74.6 
D6 138 60 40 35 11 7 291 6.1 
D7 121 42 44 31 28 26 292 18.4 
D8 10 48 22 30 67 115 292 62.3 
D9 25 52 26 37 54 98 292 52.0 
DlO 43 30 31 52 63 72 291 46.3 
83 
Table 3.8: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES ON SECTION E RELATING 
TO DECENTRALISATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
Item Frequency of Respondents Total 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
El 16 43 21 57 70 85 292 
E2 13 49 37 66 58 69 292 
E3 54 39 28 48 73 50 292 
E4 12 44 20 46 77 93 292 
E5 5 39 34 46 69 96 289 
E6 26 52 37 62 64 50 291 
E7 7 46 21 40 77 99 290 
ES 63 35 33 45 56 58 290 
E9 11 45 13 37 79 106 291 
ElO 23 48 25 47 57 91 291 
Ell 2 49 8 19 67 144 289 
E12 27 40 40 52 69 63 291 
E13 24 46 34 48 73 67 292 
E14 2 45 24 48 80 92 291 
E15 38 44 43 57 55 55 292 
E16 61 33 41 35 66 56 292 
E17 37 43 40 45 56 65 286 
% of 5 
&6 
53,0 
43.4 
42.1 
58.2 
57.0 
39.1 
60.6 
39.3 
63.5 
50.8 
73.0 
45.3 
58.9 
59.1 
37.6 
41.7 
42.3 
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Table 3.9: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES ON SECTION F RELATING TO 
THE COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL GOVERNING BODIES 
% of 5 
Item Frequency of Respondents Total &6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Fl 60 80 49 38 40 26 293 23.5 
F2 71 71 52 43 36 21 294 19.3 
F3 22 46 27 38 82 77 292 54.4 
F4 62 49 20 57 60 42 290 35.1 
FS 32 49 30 44 58 77 290 46.5 
F6 27 43 54 63 52 51 290 35.5 
F7 62 46 31 45 62 48 294 37.4 
F8 89 37 45 29 29 65 294 31.9 
F9 100 52 41 43 23 34 293 19.4 
3.8 RELIABILITY 
According to Hopkin (1976: 100) the ability of a measuring device to do whatever 
it does consistently is known as reliability. For a measuring instrument to have a 
high reliability it must do whatever it does in the same manner all of the time. 
Respondents were thus given the same questions and had to answer all questions. 
Questionnaires of respondents who did not answer all the questions were 
discarded. The researcher ensured reliability by crosschecking responses with 
experiences and lessons learnt from the literature research. Hopkins ( 197 6: 101) 
argues that the establishment of reliability for measurement is necessary but that 
the establishment of validity, which includes the condition of reliability, is more 
important. 
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3.9 VALIDITY 
According to Shumacher and Mcmillan (1993:100) a measuring instrument can 
only be applied if some data is available to show that it is possible to make true 
inferences from the resulting scores. Reliability is used to discuss inferences that 
are deduced from the data- gathering instrument. The researcher obtained data 
from a questionnaire that covered the same areas for all respondents. Content 
validity was determined by the literature that indicated the importance of co-
operative governance in establishing and maintaining democratic principles. The 
items included in the questionnaire support and reflect the concepts discussed in 
chapter 2. The questionnaire was considered to comply with content validity. 
However it is important to be cognisant of the fact the responses to the 
questionnaire are variables. A variable is a measure of the extent to which 
behaviour is energised. The questionnaire thus elicited the extent to which 
principals were steering the process of co-operative governance. 
3.10 CONCLUSION 
This chapter focused on the methodology and the research design. The study Co-
operative School Governance: From Policy to Practice was administered by using 
a questionnaire. The questionnaire elicited important and personal responses from 
school principals. The data captured indicated the extent to which institutions are 
committed to co-operative governance, as well as the commitment of schools to 
reflect the ideals and aspirations of the communities they serve. The questionnaire 
also examined the functionality of school governing bodies and made an 
assessment of the training received by governors with the view to establish 
whether governors are equipped for their new roles and functions. The 
methodology employed aimed at gathering information that could be used to 
extrapolate the commitment of schools to co-operative governance with the view 
to establishing and maintaining the principles of democracy. 
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CHAPTER4 
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF A SELECTED SAMPLE OF 
EMPIRICAL DATA 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
The aim of this research is to establish how co-operative governance is realised in 
practice and to establish the commitment of school principals to implementing co-
operative school governance. The research also aims to establish what the 
requirements are for the effective implementation of co-operative governance and 
how decentralisation will impact on schools. The research also establishes 
whether or not principals are equipped with the necessary skills that will enable 
them to facilitate the shift to decentralisation, shared decision-making and 
accountability. The establishment of sound human relations between school 
management and school governors in creating a climate for democracy and 
equality is also of relevance to this study. 
In chapter three the research instrument was discussed. A questionnaire was 
devised to gather data to elicit responses from principals regarding co-operative 
governance. Principals were requested to complete a questionnaire and to indicate 
on a six-point scale the extent to which they agreed or disagreed to the various 
aspects on co-operative governance. These aspects covered the extent to which 
they either agreed or disagreed to shared decision-making; the importance of 
healthy relations between themselves and the chairperson of the governing body; 
decentralisation and accountability; composition of school governing bodies and 
the training received by governors. 
In this chapter, the following aspects will receive attention: 
• The reliability and validity of the structured questionnaire; 
• A discussion of the various factors; 
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• Comparisons of two independent groups by stating the appropriate hypotheses 
and analysing the data by means of multivariate statistical tests; 
• Comparisons of three or more independent groups by stating the appropriate 
hypotheses and analysing the data by means of multivariate statistical tests; 
• A discussion of the significant difference between the factor means of the 
various groups for each of the factors that make decentralised school 
governance. 
4.2 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 
In this questionnaire, 75 items were designed to probe the perceptions of 
principals as to the extent that they agree or disagree with certain statements 
relative to co-operative school governance (see Appendix A). The construct 
validity of the structured questionnaire was investigated by means of successive 
first and second factor analytic procedures. The first procedure involves a 
principal component analysis (PAC 1) followed by a principal factor analysis 
(PFAl). These procedures were performed using the SPSS 8,3 programme to 
identify a number of factors that may facilitate the processing of statistics. The 
first order procedure resulted in 11 first order factors that were used as input for 
the second order procedure. This second order procedure consisted of a principal 
component analysis (PCA2) with varimax rotation and orthogonal axes followed 
by a principal factor analysis (PCA2) with direct oblium (oblique) rotation. These 
procedures resulted in 74 items being reduced to five factors. The new factor 
scale, where applicable, will also be discussed. 
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Table 4.1: ITEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FACTOR SHARED DECISION-
MAKING 
Item Description Mean Mode Rank 
Order 
Opportunities must be created within 
Cl 
schools for shared decision-making. 4.53 6 12 
C2 Democracy ensures that all staff at a 
school are involved in decisions that 4.54 6 13 
affect them. 
C3 Stakeholders m your school are 
encouraged to contribute to developing 4.60 6 15 
the school's code of conduct. 
C4 Shared decision-making leads to increased 
motivation of educators. 4.65 6 16 
cs Shared decision-making lS very time 
consuming. 3.82 5 5 
C6 Shared decision-making empowers 
educators. 4.54 6 13 
C7 Shared decision-making enhances the 
professional image of educators. 4.51 6 11 
cs Shared decision-making means the 
principal relinquishes control. 2.25 1 1 
C9 Shared decision-making builds trust 
amongst members of the school governing 4.57 6 14 
body. 
ClO Shared decision-making leads to conflict. 
2.46 1 2 
Cll Involving students m decision-making 
leads to greater acceptance of decisions. 3.86 5 6 
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Item 
Cl2 
Cl3 
Cl4 
Cl5 
C16 
C17 
Description Mean Mode Rank 
Order 
Students should only be involved m 
decisions that affect them. 4.38 6 9 
Shared decision-making means that 
people affected by decisions should 4.30 5 8 
personally participate in making those 
decisions. 
Teachers with heavy workloads do not 
have time to be involved m shared 2.59 1 3 
decision-making. 
Shared decision-making is always in the 
best interest of a school. 4.39 6 10 
The principal, as the accounting officer of 
the school, should make the final 4.18 6 7 
decisions. 
Shared decision-making should only be 
made by those who have a sound 3.63 4 4 
knowledge of educational issues. 
Factor 1 consisting of 17 items in Table 4.1 was shared decision-making with a 
Cronbach-alpha-reliability coefficient of 0,91. The 17 items can thus be regarded 
as forming one scale with a minimum value of 17 x 1 = 17 and a maximum of 17x 
6 = 102. The six-point scale should thus be understood in terms of a new factor 
scale that can be represented as follows: 
Item scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 
EJ 
Factor scale 17 34 51 68 85 102 
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17 = Strongly disagree 
34 = Disagree 
51 = Partially disagree 
68 = Partially agree 
85 =Agree 
102 = Strongly agree 
Table 4.2: ITEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FACTOR CHAIRPERSON/ 
PRINCIPAL MANAGEMENT RELATIONSHIP. 
Item Description Mean 
score 
School effectiveness is dependent on a 
Dl 
shared understanding of the school 4.79 
VlSlOn. 
D2 The relationship between the principal 
and the chairperson influences working 
relations between teachers and other 4.56 
members of the governing body. 
The principal should always inform the 
D3 
chairperson of the governing body on 4.09 
management decisions. 
D4 The principal needs to keep the 
chairperson of the governing body 
informed of the day to day running of a 
school. 
D5 A relationship of trust between the 
principal and the chairperson of the 
governing body is essential for school 
effectiveness. 
3.10 
4.88 
Mode Rank 
order 
6 9 
6 8 
6 5 
1 3 
6 10 
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Item 
D6 
D7 
D8 
D9 
DlO 
Description Mean Mode Rank 
Order 
The chairperson of a governmg body 
exerts more influence on which decisions 2.11 1 1 
are taken than the principal. 
Schools would be more effective if 
legislation allowed the principal to be the 2.59 1 2 
chairperson of the school governing 
body. 
The principal and the chairperson of the 
governing body should meet regularly to 4.51 6 7 
discuss school issues. 
The school governmg body of your 
school understands the distinction 
between governance and the professional 4.16 6 6 
management functions of a school. 
The chairperson of the governing body of 
your school seldom challenges the way 3.96 6 4 
you manage the school. 
Factor 2 consisting of 10 items in Table 4.2 was decentralisation, with a 
Cronbach-alpha-reliability coefficient of 0,82. The 10 items can thus be regarded 
as forming one scale with a minimum value of 10 x 1 = 10 and a maximum of 1 Ox 
6 = 60. The six-point scale should thus be understood in terms of a new factor 
scale that can be represented as follows: 
Item scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 
~ 
Factor scale 10 20 30 40 50 60 
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10 = Strongly disagree 
20 = Disagree 
30 =Partially disagree 
40 = Partially agree 
50 =Agree 
60 = Strongly agree 
Table 4.3: ITEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FACTOR DECENTRALISATION 
AND ACCOUNTABLITY 
Item Description Mean Mode Rank 
Score Order 
Decentralisation leads to more cost 
El 
effective schools. 4.29 6 11 
E2 Decentralisation leads to the 
improvement of academic 4.08 6 9 
achievement. 
E3 Decentralisation mcreases the 
workloads of educators. 3.67 5 3 
E4 Decentralisation gives a school greater 
autonomy m serv1cmg the school 4.41 6 12 
community. 
E5 You and your governing body support 
the process of decentralisation. 4.47 6 13 
E6 Decentralisation means that 
government is transferring educational 3.81 5 5 
responsibility to parents. 
E7 Decentralisation mcreases the 
responsibility of school staff. 4.49 6 14 
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Item Description Mean Mode Rank 
Score Order 
E8 Members of your school governmg 
body are essentially volunteers and do 
not have time to commit themselves 3.59 1 1 
fully to governance matters. 
E9 Decentralisation means that the 
Education Department places more 
responsibility on the school to solve 4.53 6 16 
local problems. 
ElO Parents should form the majority on the 
school governing body. 4.17 6 10 
Ell Effective open communication between 
school governing bodies and educators 
IS essential for establishing a 4.84 6 17 
relationship of trust. 
E12 There IS effective communication 
between the governing body of your 
school and educators. 3.98 5 7 
E13 There is a relationship of trust between 
the governing body of your school and 
educators. 4.03 5 8 
E14 Decentralised governance makes 
schools more accountable to the 4.50 6 15 
community. 
EIS The governing body of your school 
reports regularly to other parents. 3.73 4 4 
E16 Parents on school governing bodies 
should not be held responsible for poor 3.62 5 2 
decisions pertaining to the curriculum. 
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Item 
E17 
Description Mean Mode Rank 
Score Order 
Learners on the school governing body 
do not have the necessary skills to 3.82 6 6 
participate in decision-making. 
Factor 3 consisting of 17 items in Table 4.3 was decentralisation and 
accountability with a Cronbach-alpha-reliability coefficient of 0,90. The 11 items 
can thus be regarded as forming one scale with a minimum value of 17 x 1 = 17 
and a maximum of 17x 6 = 102. The six-point scale should thus be understood in 
terms of a new factor scale that can be represented as follows: 
Item scale 1 2 3 4 
B 
Factor scale 17 34 51 68 
17 =Strongly disagree 
34 = Disagree 
51 = Partially disagree 
68 = Partially agree 
85 =Agree 
102 = Strongly agree 
5 6 
85 102 
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Table 4.4: ITEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FACTOR RELATING TO THE 
COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL GOVERNING BODIES 
Item Description Mean Mode Rank 
Score Order 
F1 
Parents are eager to serve on the school 
governing body. 3.00 2 3 
F2 Parents with the required skills are 
eager to avail themselves for election to 2.89 1 2 
the school governing body. 
F3 Parents often need to be invited to avail 
themselves for election to the school 4.19 5 9 
governing body. 
F4 Parents from disadvantaged 
communities are under-represented on 3.46 1 5 
the school governing body. 
F5 Parents from less privileged categories 
of society do not avail themselves for 3.96 6 8 
election to the school governing body. 
F6 Members of your school governmg 
body are sufficiently familiar with their 
delegated functions to apply 2.77 4 7 
decentralised governance appropriately. 
F7 Members of your school governing 
body lack educational expertise to be 
held accountable for educational 3.49 1 6 
decisions. 
F8 Learners should not be represented on 
school governing bodies. 3.22 1 4 
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Item 
F9 
Description Mean Mode Rank 
Score Order 
Teachers have too little representation 
on the school governing body. 2.79 1 1 
Factor 4 consisting of 9 items in Table 4.4 was the composition of school 
governing bodies with a Cronbach-alpha-reliability coefficient of 0,71. The 9 
items can thus be regarded as forming one scale with a minimum value of 9 x 1 = 
9 and a maximum of 9x 6 = 54. The six-point scale should thus be understood in 
terms of a new factor scale that can be represented as follows: 
Item scale 1 
Factor scale 9 
9 =Strongly disagree 
18 = Disagree 
27 =Partially disagree 
36 =Partially Agree 
45 =Agree 
54 =Strongly agree 
2 
18 
3 4 5 6 
27 36 45 54 
97 
Table 4.5: ITEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FACTOR TRAINING OF SCHOOL 
GOVERNING BODIES 
Item Description Mean Mode Rank 
Score Order 
Did your school governmg body 
Gl 
receive any training pertaining to 1.20 1 1 
# 
school governance? 
G2 The school governing body of my 
school attends training on governance 3.51 2 6 
whenever the opportunity arises. 
G3 Training of my school governing body 
has led to effective governance. 3.47 2 4 
G4 The school governing body is familiar 
with legislation that governs schools. 3.87 5 10 
GS Members of my school governing body 
have time to attend training. 2.89 2 2 
G6 Members of my school governing have 
a sound understanding of what is meant 3.84 5 9 
by governance. 
G7 Training material adequately provided 
members of my school governing body 3.60 4 7 
with governance skills. 
G8 Training adequately equipped my 
school governmg body on the 3.42 2 3 
transformation of schools. 
G9 Training adequately equipped my 
school governing body to be more 3.50 2 5 
accountable to the community. 
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Item 
GlO 
Description Mean Mode Rank 
Score Order 
Members of my school governing body 
have a clear understanding of their 3.83 6 8 
duties. 
# If the respondent indicated a "yes" to this question they continued to answer the 
rest of the items. 
Factor 5 consisting of 10 items in Table 4.5 was training of school governors with 
a Cronbach-alpha-reliability coefficient of 0.90. The 10 items can thus be 
regarded as forming one scale with a minimum value of 10 x 1 = 10 and a 
maximum of IOx 6 = 60. The six-point scale should thus be understood in terms 
of a new factor scale that can be represented as follows: 
Item scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 
B 
Factor scale 10 20 30 40 50 60 
10 = Strongly disagree 
20 = Disagree 
30 =Partially disagree 
40 = Partially agree 
50 =Agree 
60 =Strongly agree 
4.3 HYPOTHESES 
In this section the mean scores of the independent groups in respect of the factors 
will be discussed. The comparison of two and three independent groups will 
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receive attention and the significant differences between groups will be analysed. 
Hypotheses will be formulated to study the relationship of the various variables 
and to test the statement made in the hypotheses. 
Table 4.6: MEAN SCORES OF THE INDEPENDENT GROUPS IN RESPECT TO 
THE FACTORS CONCERNED WITH DECENTRALISED SCHOOL 
MANAGEMENT 
Independent Category Name P-value t- Factor mean scores 
group test 
Man ova An ova Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 
Years of Experience Less than 10 years 67,8 38,8 70,6 21,0 9,4 
More than 10 years 0,521 68,8 39,0 69.8 21,3 9,8 
Gender of Male 69,2 39,0 71,4 21,3 9,4 
Respondents Female 0,412 66,5 38,8 68,7 20,9 9,6 
Language of English 67,7 38,6 70,2 20,6 9,4 
Instruction Afrikaans 0,000 77,1 41,0 78,4 23,7 10,8 
Double Medium ** 65,6 40,3 71,6 22,1 11,8 
Parallel Medium 61,8 37,2 61,9 19,6 7,8 
Type of School Primary 65,3 37,7 67,8 20,6 9,7 
Secondary 0,031 73,1 40,8 75,3 21,9 9,4 
Combined * 71,0 39,3 72,1 21,5 9,2 
District Central 68,9 40,3 71.7 22,5 9,2 
South 0,039 64,4 37,1 66,7 18,7 8,9 
* North 68,7 38,3 70,3 20,7 9,9 
4.3.1 Comparison of two independent groups 
In this section two independent groups, namely male and female educators, will be 
statistically analysed to determine whether there is a statistically significant 
difference between the mean scores of the two groups. At the multivariate level 
two independent groups can be compared for possible statistical differences in 
their mean scores. This means that the vector means of the two independent 
groups can be compared in respect of the five factors considered together. Should 
a statistical significant difference be found at the multivariate level then the 
Levene t-test will be used in respect of the variables taken separately. The 
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particular independent group chosen by the researcher involves the years of 
experience of principals' responses to the five factors under discussion. 
4.3.1.1 Differences between the years of experience in respect of the five factors. 
In the following table, the years of experience of principals will be statistically 
analysed to determine whether there is a significant statistical difference between 
the mean scores of the two groups. 
TABLE 4.7: HYPOTHESES WITH YEARS OF EXPERIENCE AS THE 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE. 
Dimension Variable Symbol Description Test 
Multivariate Years of Hot There is no statistical significant Hotelling's T 2 
level experience difference between the vector mean 
scores of the years of experience of 
principals in respect of the five factors 
considered together. 
Hat There is a statistically significant 
difference between the vector mean 
scores of the years of experience in 
respect of the five factors considered 
together. 
Univariate Hot There is no statistically significant Levene t-test 
level difference between the mean scores of 
the years of experience of principals in 
respect of each factor taken separately 
namely: 
Hot! Shared decision-making 
Hot2 The relationship between the principal 
and chairperson of the school governing 
body 
Hot3 Decentralisation and accountability 
Hot4 Composition of school governing bodies 
Hot5 Training of school governors 
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Dimension Variable Symbol Description Test 
Hat There is a statistically significant 
difference between the mean scores of 
the years of experience of principals in 
respect of each factor taken separately 
namely: 
Hat I Shared decision-making 
Hat2 The relationship between the principal 
and chairperson of the school governing 
body 
Hat3 Decentralisation and accountability 
Hat4 Composition of school governing bodies 
Hat5 Training of governors 
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Table 4.8: SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE YEARS OF 
EXPERIENCE OF PRINCIPALS REGARDING THE FIVE FACTORS 
Factor Group Factor Mean Hotelling T2 Levene-test 
Scores (p-value) (p-value) 
Shared decision- Less than 10 years 67,8 
making More than IO years 68,8 0,657 
Principal/Chair- Less than 10 years 38,8 
person relations More than IO years 39,0 0,808 
Decentralisation Less than 10 years 70,6 
and accountability More than 10 years 69,6 0,833 
Composition of Less than I 0 years 21,0 
P= 0,521 
governing bodies More than 10 years 21,3 0,727 
Governance Less than 10 years 9,4 
training More than 10 years 9,8 
* Statistically significant at the 5% level p>0,01 but p<0,05 
** Statistically significant at the 1 % level p<0,01 
N (Less than 10 years) = 168 
N (More than 10 years)= 86 
0,562 
Table 4.8 indicates that there is no statistically significant difference between the 
vector mean scores concerning the years of experience of principals at the 
multivariate level in respect of all five factors considered together (p= 0,521 ). Hot 
is thus accepted and the alternative hypothesis Hat is rejected. 
At the univariate level the years of experience of principals does not differ 
statistically significantly from one another in respect of the five factors considered 
separately. Hotl - Hot5 are thus accepted in favour of the alternative hypothesis 
namely Hotl -Hot5. 
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One would perhaps expect some significant difference regarding the years of 
experience of principals with regard to decentralised school management. It could 
be assumed that principals with longer service records would have more 
knowledge and expertise to implement the principles of co-operative governance. 
It needs to be stated however that internationally decentralised governance is a 
relatively new approach to school management. In South Africa co-operative 
governance and decentralised school management are very new concepts and 
approaches to school management. Principals with many years of experience have 
to deal with new policy, as do principals with fewer years of experience. It could 
also be argued that principals with long service records are more resistant to 
change, than principals with few years of experience, and therefore would find it 
more difficult to adopt a new approach to school management. 
The research however indicates that there is no significant difference between the 
vector mean scores concerning the years of experience of principals with regard to 
decentralised school management. The factor mean scores seem to indicate that 
principals are generally committed to policy that will lead to greater efficiency. 
The research also indicates that principals are generally positive in adopting a 
collaborative approach to school management and it would appear that they 
support the trend towards co-operative governance. 
With regard to relations between the principal and chairperson of the governing 
body the factor mean scores indicate that there is no significant difference with 
relations with chairpersons who have less than ten years experience and those 
with more than ten years experience. Generally principals accept that healthy 
relations between themselves and the chairperson are important in creating a 
climate that is conducive to managing an effective school. 
With regard to training of governors the factor mean score for principals with less 
than ten years experience is 9.8 and for principals with more than ten years 
experience it is 9.4. Generally it can therefore be accepted that, irrespective of the 
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years of experience, principals tend to agree that training is needed and that there 
is. insufficient training. 
4.3.1.2 Difference between male and female principals in respect of the five 
factors 
TABLE 4.9: HYPOTHESES WITH MALE AND FEMALE PRINCIPALS AS THE 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE. 
Dimension Variable Symbol Description Test 
Multivariate Gender Hot There is no statistically significant Hotelling's T 2 
level difference between the vector mean 
scores of male and female principals in 
respect of the five factors considered 
together 
Hat There is a statistically significant 
difference between the vector mean 
scores of male and female principals in 
respect of the five factors considered 
together 
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Dimension Variable Symbol Description Test 
Univariate Hot There is no statistically significant Levene t-test 
level difference between the mean scores of 
male and female principals in respect of 
each factor taken separately namely: 
Hot I Shared decision-making 
Hot2 The relationship between the principal 
and chairperson of the school governing 
body 
Hot3 Decentralisation and accountability 
Hot4 Composition of school governing bodies 
Hot5 Training of school governors 
Hat There is a statistically significant 
difference between the mean scores of 
male and female educators in respect of 
each factor taken separately namely: 
Hatl Shared decision-making 
Hat2 The relationship between the principal 
and chairperson of the school governing 
body 
Hat3 Decentralisation and accountability 
Hat4 Composition of school governing bodies 
Hat5 Training of governors 
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TABLE 4.10: SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALE AND 
FEMALE EDUCATORS REGARDING THE FIVE FACTORS 
Factor Group Factor Mean Man ova 
Scores Hotelling T2 
(p-value) 
Male 69,2 
Shared decision- Female 66,5 
making 
Principal/Chair- Male 39,0 
person relations Female 38,8 
Decentralisation Male 71,4 P=0,412 
and accountability Female 68,7 
Composition of Male 21,3 
governing bodies Female 20,9 
Governance Male 9,4 
training Female 9,6 
* Statistically significant at the 5% level p>0,01 but p< 0,05 
** Statistically significant at the 1 % level p< 0,01 
N (Females)= 165 
N (Males)= 87 
An ova 
Levene-test 
(p-value) 
0,191 
0,799 
0,671 
0,663 
0,988 
Table 4.10 indicates that there is no statistical significant difference between the 
vector mean scores of male and female educators at the multivariate level in 
respect of all five factors considered together (p = 0,412). Hat is thus rejected and 
the alternative hypothesis Hot is accepted. 
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At the univariate level male and female educators also do not differ statistically 
significantly from one another in respect of the five factors considered separately. 
Hot 1 - Hot 5 are thus accepted in favour of the alternative hypothesis namely Hat 
1-Hat 5. 
Principals appear to be committed to participative school governance and gender 
does not seam to influence the commitment of principals to collaborative and 
accountable education management. School management needs to focus on the 
needs of their clients, the child and his/her needs within a particular context. The 
focus must remain on the child and should not be influenced by particular 
individuals, or groups. Participative (co-operative) school governance is aimed at 
improving school performance and is not dependent on the gender of the 
principal. Mention must also be made that principals are obliged by legislation to 
perform certain functions. Chapter A, paragraph 4 of the Employment of 
Educators Act of 1998 states that the principal must ensure that the school is 
satisfactorily managed and in compliance with applicable legislation. Principals 
irrespective of their gender need to comply with legislation and need to have met 
the applicable requirements for appointment. Wohlstetter and Briggs (1994:14) 
maintain that co-operative governance empowers people because critical 
resources, such as power, knowledge and skills have been decentralised to the 
local level. It can thus be argued that empowering people with the view to 
increase performance cannot be confined to solely male or female educators. 
It needs to be argued however that males presently dominate senior positions in 
education. This correlates to the number of male and female respondents. 165 
males as opposed to the 87 female respondents. From an equity perspective this 
needs to be addressed. Wolpe et al (1997:197) state that while there is a high 
proportion of women in the education system as a whole, they are situated in the 
lower ranks of the teaching profession. This is mainly due to the historically racist 
and sexist ideology that precluded women from career progression. While it is 
important that education commits itself to the challenges of the Employment 
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Equity Act 55 of 1998, respondents' commitment and enthusiasm for a 
participative style of management as well as to co-operative governance could not 
be grounded on gender. 
Having set the hypotheses and tested them in respect of one or two independent 
groups it is now necessary to do the same for one of three or more independent 
groups. 
4.4 Comparison of three or more independent groups 
In respect of three independent groups, multivariate differences are investigated 
by means of Manova (multivariate analysis of variance) in respect of the five 
factors considered together. The vector mean scale scores are compared and 
should any difference be revealed at this level then Anova (analysis of variance) is 
used to investigate which of these five factors is responsible for the statistical 
difference. Groups are analysed pair-wise by means of either the Scheffe or the 
Dunnett T3 tests. If the homogeneity of variance in the Levene test (an advanced 
form of the Levene t-test) is more than 0,05 (p>0,05) then the Scheffe test is used 
to investigate possible differences between pairs. Should the homogeneity of 
variance be less than 0,05 (p<0,05) then the Dunnett T3 test is used to investigate 
differences between the various pairs. The difference between the language of 
instruction with regard to the three factors will now be discussed. 
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4.4.1 The difference between the language of instruction with respect to the three 
factors 
Table 4.11: HYPOTHESES WITH LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION AS 
THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 
Dimension Variable Symbol Description Test 
Multivariate Language HoM There is no statistical significant difference Manova 
level of instruc- between the vector mean scores of the language of instruction in respect of the three 
ti on factors taken together. 
HaM There is a statistical significant difference between the vector mean scores of the 
language of instruction in respect of the three 
factors taken together. 
Univariate Ho A The average scale scores of the language of Anova 
level instruction do not differ in a statistically 
significant way from one another in respect of 
the following factors taken separately. 
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Dimension Variable Symbol Description Test 
Pair-wise 
differences 
Shared decision-making 
Relations between 
Principal and chairperson 
HoA 1 Shared decision-making 
HoA2 
HoA3 
HoA4 
HoA5 
HaA 
HaAl 
HaA2 
HaA3 
HaA4 
HaA5 
HoS/D 
HoDl 
HoD2 
HoD3 
HoD4 
HoD5 
AvB 
HoDAB 
AvB 
Ho DAB 
Relations between principal and chairperson 
Decentralisation and accountability 
Composition of school governing bodies 
Training of governors 
The average scores of the language of 
instruction do differ in a statistically 
significant way from one another in respect of 
the following factors taken separately: 
Decentralised decision-making 
Relations between principal and chairperson 
Decentralisation and accountability 
Composition of school governing bodies 
Training of governors 
There is no statistical significant difference 
between the average scale scores of the 
language of instruction compared pair-wise in Scheffe/Dunnette 
respect of the five factors considered 
separately namely: 
Shared decision-making 
Principal and chairperson relations 
Decentralisation and accountability 
Composition of school governing bodies 
Training of governors 
Pairs of groups 
AvC AvD BvC BvD CvD 
HoDAC Ho DAD HoDBC HoDBC HoDCD 
Pairs of groups 
Ave AvD BvC BvD CvD 
HoDAC HoDAD HoDBC HoDBC HoDCD 
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Decentralisation and Pairs of groups 
accountable school AvB Ave AvD Bve BvD evD 
governance HoDAB HoDAC Ho DAD HoDBC HoDBC HoDCD 
Composition of school Pairs of groups 
governing bodies AvB Ave AvD Bve BvD evD 
HoDAB HoDAC Ho DAD HoDBC HoDBC HoDCD 
Training of governors Pairs of groups 
AvB Ave AvD Bve BvD evD 
HoDAB HoDAC Ho DAD HoDBC HoDBC HoDCD 
Pair-wise Language of HaS/D There is a statistical significant difference between the average 
differences Instruction scale scores of the language of instruction compared pair-wise in 
respect of the five factors considered separately namely: 
HaDl Shared decision-making 
HaD2 Relations between principal and chairperson 
HaD3 Decentralisation and accountability 
HaD4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HaD5 Training of governors 
Shared decision-making Pairs of groups 
AvB Ave AvD Bve BvD evD 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDAD HaoDBC HaDBC HaDCD 
Relations between Pairs of groups 
Principal and chairperson AvB Ave AvD Bve BvD evD 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDAD HaDBC HaDBC HaDCD 
Decentralisation and Pairs of groups 
accountability AvB Ave AvD Bve BvD evD 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDAD HaDBC HaDBC HaDCD 
Composition of school Pairs of groups 
governing bodies AvB Ave AvD Bve BvD evD 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDAD HaDBC HaDBD HaDCD 
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Training of governors Pairs of groups 
AvB AvC AvD BvC BvD CvD 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDAD HaDBC HaDBD HaDCD 
Table 4.12: SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE LANGUAGE OF 
INSTRUCTION IN RESPECT OF THE FIVE FACTORS 
Factor Group Factor Monova Anova 
Mean (p-value) (p-value) 
Shared decision-
making 
Principal and 
chairperson relations 
Decentralisation and 
accountability 
A 67,7 
B 77,1 
c 65,6 
D 61,8 
A 38,6 
B 41,0 
c 40,3 
D 37.2 
A 70,2 
B 78,4 
c 71,6 
D 61,9 
A 20,6 
Composition of school B 23,7 
governing bodies c 22,1 
D 19,6 
A 9,4 
Training of governors B 10,8 
c 11,8 
D 7,8 
0,030 
0,020 
* 
0,000 
** 
0,046 
* 
0,099 
0,246 
Scheffe/Dunette T3 
** Statistically significant at the 1 % level (p<0,01) 
*Statistically significant at the 55 level (p>0,001 but p<0,05) 
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A = English (N = 166) 
B = Afrikaans (N = 36) 
C = Double medium (N = 15) 
D =Parallel medium (N = 35) 
Using the data in table 4,2 it follows that there is a statistically significant 
difference at the 1 % level between the language of instruction groups at the 
multivariate level in respect of all the factors taken together. HoM is thus rejected 
in favour of the research hypotheses HaM. At the univariate level the factor 
between the mean scores of the four language of instruction groups differ from 
one another in respect of five factors namely, shared decision-making (p = 0,030), 
relation between the principal and chairperson (p = 0,020), decentralisation and 
accountability (p= 0,046), composition of school governing bodies (p = 0,099) 
and training of governors (p = 0,246). HoA is thus rejected in favour ofHaA. 
In respect of the pair-wise comparison, the following conclusions can be drawn: 
• Relative to shared decision-making of educators it emerges that there is a 
significant difference with English as the medium of instruction when 
compared with Afrikaans as the medium of instruction at the 1 % level, 
hence HaDAB is accepted and HoDAB is rejected. Language is an 
extremely sensitive matter as it is embedded within a specific cultural 
framework. Language is thus a major component of cultural identity. It 
could therefore be argued that in single medium schools decisions are taken 
that would embed and protect the culture of a specific community. Harrison 
(1998:59) maintains that the views and manner in which decisions are made 
are heavily affected by institutional contexts and that often subgroup 
differences are overlooked. For these reasons there is a significant difference 
between English and Afrikaans schools regarding shared decision-making. 
There is also a significant statistical difference at the 1 % level between 
Afrikaans and parallel medium schools, and for this reason HaDBD is 
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accepted and HoDBD rejected. This difference may be due to the 
homogeneous nature of learners in Afrikaans schools. In parallel medium 
schools, decisions need to address the needs of multi-lingual learners. 
• In respect of relations between the principal and the chairperson of the 
school governing body there is no statistical difference between the factor 
mean scores. Thus HaDAB, HaDAC and HaDBC is rejected in favour of 
HoDAB, HoDAC and HoDBC. It can be argued that language of instruction 
has little to no bearing on the relations between principal and chairperson of 
a governing body. 
• In respect to decentralisation and accountability there is a significant 
statistical difference at the 1 % level between the language of instruction of 
English and Afrikaans, as well as between Afrikaans and parallel medium of 
instruction. Thus HoDAB, and HoDBC are rejected in favour of HaDAB 
and HaDBC. Schools with Afrikaans as the medium of instruction have 
generally tended to be more conservative and autocratic in their management 
style. However, the research indicates the contrary. Afrikaans as the medium 
of instruction scored the highest factor mean indicating a transition from 
autocratic to a more democratic and decentralised form of management. It 
could also be argued that schools with Afrikaans as the medium of 
instruction have had to make the greater shift towards decentralisation and 
therefore the higher factor mean. It must also be noted that the sample may 
have influenced the score for Afrikaans medium schools, as these schools 
are predominantly ex-Model "C" schools who have had more experience in 
decentralisation and accountability. The English sample included 
disadvantaged schools who had no experience or opportunity for 
decentralisation and therefore the significant statistical difference in the 
scores. 
• Relative to the composition of school governing bodies there is no 
significant statistical difference in the vector mean scores of the medium of 
instruction, and thus HoDAB, HoDAC, and HoDBC are accepted whilst 
HaDAB, HaDAC and HaDBC are rejected. Section 28 of the South African 
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Schools Act stipulates the election process of all schools and for that reason 
the language of instruction does not influence the composition of school 
governing bodies. 
• Relative to the training of school governing bodies in respect of language of 
instruction it was found that there is no significant statistical difference 
between English and Afrikaans, English and double medium and English 
and parallel medium schools. Thus HaDAB, HaDAC, HaDAD and HaDBC 
are rejected in favour of HoDAB, HoDAC, HoDAD and HoDBC. A 
possible explanation for this is that all training was conducted in English and 
that presence of English schools generally defused any tension that may have 
been expressed at the training. There is however a significant statistical 
difference between Afrikaans and parallel medium schools and double and 
parallel medium schools at the 1 % level. Thus HaDBC and HaDCD are 
accepted in favour of HoDBC and HoDCD. Afrikaans speaking schools 
generally boycotted governing body training as they were of the opinion that 
they did not need any training as they had experience in governing schools 
as a result of their Model C status. It can also be argued that Afrikaans-
speaking schools were not politically ready to participate in the training 
process. African people predominantly conducted the training and governing 
bodies may have been of the opinion that these officials could not teach 
them anything. Greenstein (1997:12) reports that the problems encountered 
by the trainers stem from poor preparation of the political ground. The 
process required a complete transformation of mindsets. Greenstein 
(1997: 18-19) maintains that the availability and accessibility of training 
material in local languages was problematic and that primary documents 
used for training were only published in English. It is argued that Afrikaans 
schools generally did not attend training due to the stated reasons as they 
language has a heavy symbolic value and it would appear that Afrikaans 
schools made more out of the issue than what was intended. School 
governing body training was also designed to form constructive partnerships 
to facilitate the transfer of skills from advantaged schools to disadvantaged 
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schools. It can therefore be deduced that during the first round of governance 
training Afrikaans schools generally did not participate in the training 
process. Double medium and parallel medium schools have an English 
component and did participate in the training of governors. It can be 
concluded that English, double medium and parallel medium schools 
generally participated in governance training. 
4.4.2 The difference in the three types of schools in respect of the five factors 
Table 4.13: HYPOTHESES WITH TYPES OF SCHOOLS AS THE 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 
Dimension Variable Symbol Description 
Multivariate Type of HoM There is no statistical significant difference 
level School between the vector mean scores of the three 
types of schools in respect of the three factors 
taken together. 
HaM There is a statistical significant difference 
between the vector mean scores of the three 
types of schools groups in respect of the three 
factors taken together. 
Univariate Ho A The average scale scores of the three types of 
level schools do not differ in a statistically 
significant way from one another in respect of 
the following factors taken separately. 
Test 
Man ova 
An ova 
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Dimension Variable Symbol Description 
Pair-wise 
differences 
Shared decision-making 
HoAl Shared decision-making 
HoA2 Relations between principal and chairperson 
HoA3 Decentralisation and accountability 
HoA4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HoA5 Training of governors 
HaA The average scores of the three types of 
schools do differ in a statistically significant 
way from one another in respect of the 
following factors taken separately: 
HaA 1 Shared decision-making 
HaA2 Relations between principal and chairperson 
Decentralisation and accountability 
HaA3 Decentralisation and accountability 
HaA4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HaA5 Training of governors 
HoS/D There is no statistical significant difference 
between the average scale scores of the three 
types of schools compared pair-wise in respect 
of the five factors considered separately 
namely: 
HoD 1 Shared decision-making 
HoD2 Principal and chairperson relations 
HoD3 Decentralisation and accountable school 
governance 
HoD4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HoD5 Training of governors 
Pairs of groups 
AvB AvC 
Ho DAB HoDAC 
Relations between principal and 
chairperson AvB 
Pairs of groups 
AvC 
Ho DAB HoDAC 
Test 
Scheffe/Dunnette 
BvC 
HoDBC 
BvC 
HoDBC 
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Decentralisation and accountability Pairs of groups 
AvB Ave Bve 
Ho DAB HoDAC HoDBC 
Composition of school governing Pairs of groups 
bodies AvB Ave Bve 
Ho DAB HoDAC HoDBC 
Training of governors Pairs of groups 
AvB Ave Bve 
Ho DAB HoDAC HoDBC 
Pair-wise Types HaS/D There is a statistical significant difference between the average scale 
differences of scores of the three types of schools compared pair-wise in respect of 
the five factors considered separately namely: 
schools 
HaDl Shared decision-making 
HaD2 Relations between principal and chairperson 
HaD3 Decentralisation and accountability 
HaD4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HaD5 Training of governors 
Shared decision-making Pairs of groups 
AvB Ave Bve 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
Relations between principal and Pairs of groups 
chairperson AvB Ave Bve 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
Decentralisation and accountability Pairs of groups 
AvB Ave Bve 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
Composition of school governing Pairs of groups 
bodies AvB Ave Bve 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
Training of governors Pairs of groups 
AvB Ave Bve 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
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Table 4.14: SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE THREE TYPES 
OF SCHOOLS IN RESPECT OF THE FIVE FACTORS 
Factor 
Shared decision-
making 
Principal and 
chairperson relations 
Decentralisation and 
accountability 
Composition of school 
governing bodies 
Training of governors 
Group Factor Monova Anova 
Mean (p-value) (p-value) 
A 73,1 
B 65,3 0,000 ** 
c 71,0 
A 40,8 
B 37,7 0,000 ** 
c 39,3 
A 75,3 
B 67,8 0,000 ** 
c 72,1 
A 21,9 
B 20,6 0,011 ** 
c 21,5 
A 9,4 
B 9,7 0,345 
c 9,2 
* * Statistically significant at the 1 % level (p< 0,01) 
Scheffe/Dunette 
T3 
* Statistically significant at the 5% level (p> 0,01 but <than 0,05) 
A= High School (N=68) 
B= Primary Schools (N=151) 
C= Combined Schools (N= 16) 
Using the data in table 4.13 it follows that there is a statistically significant 
difference at the 1 % level between the three types of schools at the multivariate 
level. HoM is thus rejected in favour of the research hypothesis HaM. At the 
univariate level the factor mean scores of the three types of schools differ from 
one another in respect of the four factors namely decentralised decision-making 
(p=0,000), relations between principal and chairperson (p=0,000), decentralisation 
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and accountability (p=0,000), and composition of school governing bodies 
(p=0,011). HoA is thus rejected in favour of HaA. With regard to the fifth factor 
there is no difference and therefore HaM5 is rejected in favour of HoM5 
In respect of the pair-wise comparison the following conclusions can be drawn: 
• Relative to shared decision-making it is noted that there is a statistically 
significant difference at the one percent level between primary and secondary 
schools. HaDAB is thus accepted in favour of HoDAB. The difference 
between the schools in respect of the factor, shared decision-making, may be 
as a result of the complexity of high schools with regard to curriculum, as 
opposed to primary schools. A number of subject choices are offered at 
secondary school level and the various curriculum packages available require 
greater consultation and decision-making both at management level and 
learner level. 
It is also perhaps significant to note that secondary schools have the highest 
factor mean score and primary schools the lowest score. This may indicate that 
at the primary school level shared decision-making is less important. Parents 
and the broader community may believe that primary education is important 
for laying the foundation of a learner's future. However greater importance is 
attached for success at the secondary level and therefore the willingness of 
school management and community members to collaborate on decisions that 
may effect the future of their children. 
Each type of school endeavors to maintain and improve on their operations. 
The degree to which stakeholders are able to participate in decision-making 
depends to some extent on the kind of educational decision to be made. 
Dunlop and Goldman ( 1991: 13) argue that decentralised decision-making has 
its own black hole of no explanation. They maintain that schools are trapped 
by the need to maintain efficient operations, while at the same time are 
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required to expand decision-making to broader participants and interested 
parties. The authors question whether participation of all stakeholders is viable 
and argue that expanded participation may be an economic and pedagogical 
impracticality. The size of a school may also impact on decision-making 
processes. Generally secondary schools are larger and therefore require more 
resources. Secondary schools in previously disadvantaged communities are 
often overcrowded and as a result of over-aged learners. This phenomenon 
may also impact on managing the kind of decision-making needed. However 
the respondents to the questionnaire indicated that collaborative decision-
making generated healthy relations and contribute significantly to improved 
performance of learners. 
• In respect to relations between the principal and the chairperson of the 
governing body it is noted that there is a statistical significant difference 
between primary schools and secondary schools at the 5% level. HaDAB is 
thus accepted in favour of HoDAB. The difference between relations between 
the principal and chairperson differ with regard to secondary and primary 
schools may be due to the fact that these schools require different management 
approaches and therefore this difference impacts on the kind of relationships 
fostered between principals and chairpersons. 
The relationship between principal and the community is an important 
dimension of school success. Gleaming from the factor mean scores of the 
three types of schools it would appear that there is not a great difference 
between the scores of the three types of schools and therefore the importance 
of healthy relations in ensuring school success is upheld by school managers. 
It could be argued that combined schools score the lowest because these 
schools are mainly in previously disadvantaged areas and that parents are often 
occupied with generating income for the home and have little time to attend to 
school activities. However, these scores are not very much lower when 
compared to the scores of primary and secondary schools. 
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A healthy relation between the principal and the chairperson is important to 
successful and meaningful co-operative governance. Bernard et al (1999:409) 
maintain that the school principal is responsible for community involvement 
and it is vital that the link to this community is the chairperson of the 
governing body. 
• In respect of decentralisation and accountability it is noted that there is a 
statistically significant difference at the 1 % percent level between primary and 
secondary schools and hence HoDAB is rejected in favour of HaDAB. The 
reason for this difference may be the perceived perception that high schools 
are focussed on academic performance and therefore have a greater sense of 
accountability. The resource needs of primary and high schools are also 
different and therefore the difference in mean scores. It is of interest to note 
that the factor mean scores between primary and combined schools differ, but 
not to any great extent. The reason for this may be due to the nature and 
composition of the combined schools in that combined schools comprise a 
component of primary learners. 
• With regard to the composition of school governing bodies and the training of 
governors there is no statistical difference between the average scale scores of 
the three schools. HoDAB, HoDAC, HoDBC are accepted in favour of 
HaDAB, HaDAC, and HaDBC. This is a result of legislation that governs the 
composition of governing bodies and stipulates that training must be provided 
to governing bodies. The training received by governing bodies was for the 
most part also provided by the same agency. According to the Kulisa 
Management Services Report (1998:6), virtually all schools (98,4%) have 
school-governing bodies. However, the report indicates that there are only 
moderate levels of familiarity and understanding of the various legislative 
documents. It can therefore be deduced that while there is no significant 
statistical difference between the average scale scores with regard to the 
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composition of school governing bodies and the training of governors, there is 
a need for more training. 
4.4.3 The differences between districts in respect of the five factors 
TABLE 4.15: HYPOTHESES WITH DISTRICTS AS THE INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLE 
Dimension Variable Symbol Description Test 
Multivariate Districts HoM There is no statistical significant difference Man ova 
level between the vector mean scores of districts in 
respect of the three factors taken together. 
HaM There is a statistical significant difference 
between the vector mean scores of districts in 
respect of the three factors taken together. 
Univariate Ho A The average scale scores of districts do not An ova 
level differ in a statistically significant way from 
one another in respect of the following factors 
taken separately. 
HoAl Shared decision-making 
HoA2 Relations between principal and chairperson 
HoA3 Decentralisation and accountability 
HoA4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HoA5 Training of governors 
HaA The average scores of districts do differ in a 
statistically significant way from one another 
in respect of the following factors taken 
separately: 
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Dimension Variable Symbol Description Test 
HaAl Shared decision-making 
HaA2 Relations between principal and chairperson 
HaA3 Decentralisation and accountability 
HaA4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HaA5 Training of governors 
Pair-wise Ho SID There is no statistical significant difference Scheffe/Dunnette 
differences between the average scale scores of districts 
compared pair-wise in respect of the five 
factors considered separately namely: 
HoDl Shared decision-making 
HoD2 Principal and chairperson relations 
HoD3 Decentralisation and accountability 
HoD4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HoD5 Training of governors 
Shared decision-making Pairs of groups 
AvB AvC BvC 
Ho DAB HoDAC HoDBC 
Relations between principal and Pairs of groups 
chairperson AvB AvC BvC 
Ho DAB HoDAC HoDBC 
Decentralisation and accountability Pairs of groups 
AvB AvC BvC 
HoDAB HoDAC HoDBC 
Composition of school governing Pairs of groups 
bodies AvB AvC BvC 
HoDAB HoDAC HoDBC 
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Training of governors Pairs of groups 
AvB AvC BvC 
Ho DAB HoDAC HoDBC 
Pair-wise Districts HaS/D There is a statistical significant difference 
differences between the average scale scores of districts 
compared pair-wise in respect of the five 
factors considered separately namely: 
HaDl Shared decision-making 
HaD2 Relations between principal and chairperson 
HaD3 Decentralisation and accountability 
HaD4 Composition of school governing bodies 
HaD5 Training of governors 
Shared decision-making Pairs of groups 
AvB AvC BvC 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
Relations between principal and Pairs of groups 
chairperson AvB AvC BvC 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
Decentralisation and accountability Pairs of groups 
AvB AvC BvC 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
Composition of school governing Pairs of groups 
bodies AvB AvC BvC 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
Training of governors Pairs of groups 
AvB AvC BvC 
HaDAB HaDAC HaDBC 
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Table 4.16: SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DISTRICTS IN 
RESPECT OF THE FIVE FACTORS 
Factor 
Shared 
making 
Principal 
Group Factor Monova Anova Scheffe/Dunette 
Mean (p-value) (p-value) T3 
decision- C 68,9 
s 64,4 0,015 
N 68,7 * 
c 40,3 
and S 37,l 0,012 
chairperson relations N 38,3 * 
c 71,7 
Decentralisation and S 66, 7 0,039 0,022 
f----+-----l * 
accountability N 70,3 * 
Composition of school C 22,5 
governing bodies s 18,7 0,765 
N 20,7 
c 9,2 
Training of governors S 8,9 0,736 
N 9,9 
** Statistically significant at the 1 % level (p< 0,01) 
* Statistically significant at the 5% level (p> 0,01 but <than 0,05) 
Using the data in table 4.11 it follows that there is a statistically significant 
difference at the 5% level between districts at the multivariate level. HoM is thus 
rejected in favour of the research hypotheses HaM. At the univariate level the 
factor between the mean scores of the three districts differ from one another in 
respect of the factors shared decision-making (p = 0,015), relations between the 
principal and chairperson (p = 0,012) and decentralisation and accountability (p = 
0,022). With regard to the composition of governing bodies (P = 0,765) and 
training of governors (p = 0,736) there is no statistical significant difference as 
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these two factors are governed by legislation and therefore the same for all 
districts. 
In respect of the pair-wise comparison the following conclusions can be drawn: 
• Relative to shared decision-making there is no difference between schools in 
the three regions, hence HoDAB, HoDAC and HoDBC are accepted and 
HaAAB, HaDAC and HaDBC are rejected. Schools within districts have to 
come to terms with the democratisation of society. Stewart (1997:129) 
maintains that it is generally recognised that schools are profoundly affected 
by the many changes that occur in the wider community and that these have 
made the task of leading and managing them increasingly difficult. Principals 
therefore require a knowledge of a growing range of specialist areas which 
they are expected to service. Principals can no longer manage their schools 
from behind a desk. They need to collaborate with teachers, administrative 
staff and the wider community when making decisions. Districts are placing 
more responsibility on principals to manage their schools. Potterton (1999: 67) 
argues that principals and schools need to engender a sense of responsibility, 
which includes a willingness and ability on the part of the school to do small, 
and sometimes, big things for themselves. In deciding on what are in the 
interest of the school the principal needs to consult with all stakeholders. The 
principal as the accounting officer needs to take responsibility for ensuring 
that decisions are a result of consultation to ensure the support of all 
stakeholders in implementing decisions. 
• Relative to the relationships between principals and chairpersons of 
governing bodies there is no significant statistical difference of schools in the 
three district regions. Hence HaDAB, HaDAC and HaDBC are rejected in 
favour of HoDAB, HoDAC and HoDBC. Principals and chairpersons in 
schools within the three districts are increasingly becoming aware of the 
advantages of collaboration. Successful collaboration is to some extent 
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dependent on healthy relations that stem from the principal and chairperson. 
Walker and Hackman (1999:53) maintain that principals who actively 
participate in meetings and school activities as equals rather than as authority 
figures contribute significantly to the level of success of the school. It is the 
duty of the principal and the governing body to co-operate with one another 
in the interest of the school. Section 16 of the Schools Act states that the 
governing body, of which the principal is a member, stands in a position of 
trust towards the school. This implies that they need to co-operate and work 
together as partners. 
• Relatives to decentralisation and accountability schools do not differ 
significantly in the three district regions. Hence HoDAB, HoDAC and 
HoDBC are accepted and HaDAB, HaDAC and HaDBC rejected. According 
to Bernard et al (1999:4) the shift towards decentralisation, alters the 
governance of education, and moves increased decision-making power to the 
local school. The move to decentralisation in all schools within districts has 
been operationalised systematically and in terms of Section 21 of the South 
African Schools Act. For this reason the statistical scores do not differ 
significantly. Bernard et al (1999: 15) maintain that there are clear indications 
that decentralisation has led to the empowerment of personnel at the school 
level. The authors argue that there has also been a shift in educators' attitudes 
in view of the increased responsibilities given to schools. Schools that have 
control over their own financial allocations and expenditure also become 
more accountable to their communities. Stewart (1997:129) asserts that in 
view of decentralisation communities expectations have increased given the 
trend towards higher levels of accountability being demanded of the teaching 
profession generally. Schools in all three districts have been empowered as a 
result of the trend towards decentralisation and this has resulted in schools 
having to consult and be accountable to their communities. 
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• In respect to the composition of governing bodies in the three districts there 
is a statistically significant difference at the 1 % percent level. The reason for 
this difference primarily is as a result of the composition of the districts in 
each of the regions. Districts in the central and southern regions of Gauteng 
have more predominantly English schools. English medium schools 
generally comprise larger learner numbers, which impacts on the number of 
parents serving on a school governing body. The south and northern regions 
also has large numbers of rural and farm schools and districts have often 
found it difficult to monitor whether or not these schools had adhered to the 
legislation pertaining to the composition of school governing bodies. 
Generally there should not be a difference in the composition of school 
governing bodies, except with regard to learners. However, in many areas 
school governing bodies have difficulty in meeting the requirements of a 
governing body, because of the high levels of illiteracy in some areas. 
• Relative to the training of school governors there is no statistical significant 
difference between districts in the three regions. The reason for this is 
primarily as a result that schools in districts received the same training. In 
each of the districts there were schools who refused to attend training, as they 
did not see the necessity for training. These were predominantly schools from 
the ex-Model C sector. The Khulisa Management Services Report (1998:1) 
indicates that schools in all districts are not performing homogeneously in 
term of school governance activities, and ethnic demographics. The report 
also indicates that there is a low level of completed school governance 
policies and the Gauteng Education Department has not approved that these. 
The finding indicates that officials are unsure about procedures for approving 
policies. These factors reinforce the reason why there is no difference in the 
scores of districts as all schools, in all districts have similar successes and 
difficulties with regard to the training of governors. 
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4.5 TRAINING OF GOVERNORS 
Section 3 of the questionnaire sought to ascertain whether school-governing 
bodies attended training and whether this training was relevant in empowering 
governors to perform their functions and duties. The questionnaire was designed 
in such a manner in which certain questions required a "yes" answer. Only those 
respondents who indicated a "yes" continued with the questions relevant to them 
on the training of governors and their opinions on decentralisation and co-
operative governance as a means to democracy. In this section the responses of 
principals with regard to training will be discussed. 
The democratisation of society in general requires that communities operate in a 
manner that embraces collaboration and participation. The 1996 Constitution and 
the South African Schools Act have redefined all sectors of society. Verhoeven 
(1996:129) maintains that the purpose of the legislator is to offer society wide 
participation in 'the governing body' of public schools. In opting for democratic 
governance in schools the legislators initiated a process of decentralisation. The 
process of decentralisation and co-operative school governance requires intensive 
re-training in the way schools need to operate. Training of governors with regard 
to their new functions and responsibilities is pivotal to successful and efficient 
schools. It is of utmost importance that cognisance is taken of the lessons learned 
in other countries with regard to the training of school governors. 
The shift to co-operative governance in England compelled the education 
authority to embark on extensive training programmes for governors. However, 
the training received by governors was not adequate. Mahoney (1998:205-219) 
maintains that governors were sold short with regard to training. Despite the 
moderate levels of the training, governors overcame their fear of the new powers 
given to them and generally felt that the process enabled them to collaborate on 
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governing their schools. For the most part governors in England were enthusiastic 
about their roles, but emphasised the need for further training. Unlike South 
Africa, the training of governors in England was undertaken by a number of 
agencies. Despite the extensive training programmes conducted in England, the 
avalanche of new legislation on education reform made it difficult for trainers and 
governors to implement legislation. In America the training of governors did not 
differ significantly from that of England. In Kentucky the functions afforded to 
governors often drove them away in fear that the training they received was not 
adequate for the decisions they had to make. According to Lindie (1990:24), the 
training left governors insecure and governors often delegated the decisions back 
to the principal. Principals in South Africa have also been vocal about the amount 
of documentation and policies crossing their desks, making it difficult to keep 
abreast of educational policy development. However, both internationally and 
locally training has been a prerequisite for effective, decentralised, co-operative 
governance. 
It is therefore important that an evaluation is made of the training received by 
governors to establish whether training has been adequate. 
4.5.1 Attendance at training sessions 
Training of school governing bodies was largely conducted by the Electoral 
Institute of South Africa who adopted a "train the trainer" approach. Respondents 
to the question on who they received training from generally indicated that they 
had received training from the Education Department. Of the 295 responses 253 
indicated that their governing bodies had received training and a 163 responded 
that this training was provided the Education Department. On the question as to 
the duration of the training 39 indicated less than one day, 89 indicated one to two 
days, 24 indicated six to 12 days and thirty-three indicated more than 12 days. 
These statistics indicate that there is the general perception that the department 
trained governors and that the training was poor. The implication thereof is that 
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the Education Department is inefficient and lacks authority. This impacts 
negatively on the relationship between schools and the Education Department. If 
this perception is correct then schools could undermine the implementation of co-
operative governance. According to Greenstein ( 1997: 18) the training was 
compounded with numerous problems relating to materials, logistics, poor 
preparation of trainers and transport facilities. Training of governors was also 
affected by the tight deadlines given to schools and generally previously 
advantaged schools who were of the opinion that they would not benefit from the 
training did not attend these sessions. Greenstein (1997:22) states that in certain 
communities training was fairly well attended where parents were enthused to 
have a say in the schooling of their children, where the process inculcated a sense 
of community and empowerment. 
Of the 295 respondents to the questionnaire only 36 indicated that they had not 
attended training. There is also no statistical significant difference (p = 0,396) in 
the number of governors who choose to attend a course, workshop or seminar on 
democratic school governance. The mean scores also do not show any significant 
statistical difference and it would seem that most governors received some form 
of training on democratic school governance. 
Of the 202 respondents who indicated that they had attended a course on co-
operative governance, 137 were male and 65 female. In conducting the Levene 
test the results showed that there is a statistical significant difference (p = 0, 194) 
at the 1 % level. According to the report on Gender Equity in Education (1997:82) 
the majority of the teaching force in both primary and secondary schools are 
women. However men occupy the higher positions within the education sector. 
This is true for all districts in the three regions. Training is important in ensuring 
that governors and teachers have a sound understanding and knowledge of 
decentralisation. 
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4.6 Understanding of decentralised governance 
It is of interest to note that of the 204 principals that responded to the relevant 
questions on training that 135 of them had less than 10 years experience. It could 
be argued that the more experienced principals did not see the need for training. 
The process of rationalisation also afforded principals and other personnel to opt 
for voluntary severance packages. The resultant effect was the appointment of 
personnel that were younger and committed to the process of democracy and 
therefore the younger age group attended the training. However the Levene t-test 
indicated that there is no statistical difference in the scores of principals with 
regard to their understanding of decentralisation. 
In comparing the differences between those principals who indicated that they had 
an excellent understanding of decentralisation with those whom had an average to 
poor understanding of decentralisation, it emerges that there is a statistically 
significant difference in the understanding of decentralisation. According to 
Greenstein (1997:10), the reason for this, is as a result of the level of training that 
occurred in districts in the three regions. The highest attendance at training 
occurred in the northern and central regions. Infrastructurally the north and central 
regions are better placed with regard to accessing the training. Transportation and 
venues accommodated were more accessible. The attendance of principals from 
farm schools in the northern region was also higher than in the south region. The 
south region includes the Vaal Triangle and comprises many rural schools who 
did not always attend training because of the poor logistics of the training. 
The executive summary of the Khulisa Management Services Report on 
governance training indicates that 98,4% of schools have a governing body in 
place, however less than half of them indicated that they have no policies in place 
and lack understanding of legislative matters pertaining to education. The schools 
indicate that there was often a lack of communication with regard to training. 
According to Greenstein ( 1997: 11) the unrealistic deadlines for training were 
134 
imposed by national political imperatives - such as the need to show progress by a 
particular date- only to be repeatedly changed because of a lack of capacity within 
provinces. At a provincial level the implementation capacities were depleted and 
training was often not well coordinated and aligned. Generally it can be deduced 
that principals that indicated that they had an excellent understanding of 
governance are those who have embarked on private study at higher institutions. 
The level of understanding of co-operative governance impacts directly on the 
commitment and cooperation of school personnel to decentralisation. 
4.6.1 Teachers commitment and co-operation to decentralisation 
In section B of the questionnaire principals were asked to rate the commitment of 
their teachers to decentralisation as being excellent, average or poor. 129 
principals indicated that their teachers were excellently committed to 
decentralisation, 108 indicated an average score and 20 principals indicated that 
their teachers were poorly committed to decentralisation. 
Relative to decentralisation, principals indicated that teachers were generally 
committed to decentralisation. In terms of shared decision-making the mean 
scores (p =71,23) indicate that teachers are in favour of being part of the decision-
making process and are committed to the process of decentralisation. They also 
indicated that teaching is a collaborative activity that extends beyond the confines 
of the school fence. Collaboration and co-operation however, also has an element 
of competitiveness. Harrison (1998:60-61) argues that there will always be 
competition for power amongst principals, teachers and governing bodies. The 
principal because of his or her dominant position in the school is likely to view 
decentralisation more positively and may see decentralisation and shared decision-
making as an opportunity to extend his/her superiority over teachers and 
governors. It could therefore be argued that principals responded positively to the 
question that their staff is committed to share decision-making. There can be a 
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bias here, in that principals want to believe that their staff are committed to 
decentralisation for fear of showing themselves to be poor leaders. It needs to be 
noted that historically education was extremely centralised which entrenched the 
authority of the principal. The shift to decentralisation requires the principal to 
reverse his/her mindset, to win the trust and commitment of teachers to be part of 
the decision-making process in the interest of effective and relevant education. 
Shared decision-making is nonetheless highly valued by all stakeholders as it 
empowers them to make decisions that are of meaning for an entire community. 
The freedom to participate in shared decision-making is engendered when there is 
a relationship of trust between stakeholders and the school. 
Principals generally reported that their relations with the chairperson of the 
governing body was important in view of their new roles and responsibilities 
brought about by decentralisation. Principals acknowledge that governors have 
expertise that can be well utilised by the school. Governors are only volunteers 
and therefore their commitment to decentralised schools is largely based on the 
kind of relations they have with the school. The principals responded to the 
questionnaire by indicating that their relationship with the chairperson was 
influenced largely by attitudes. Principals indicated that it was therefore important 
that regular meetings with governors needed to take place provided that there was 
a clear understanding between governance and management of a school. 
Principals still needed to feel that they are managers of their schools, but 
welcomed a collaborative approach to decentralisation and to ensure the holistic 
well being of schools. Creese and Bradley (1997:106) maintain that the 
relationship and partnership of the principal and chairperson are important for 
school effectiveness. Principals pointed out that this was the case and that in order 
to manage and govern an effective school there needed to be mutual trust, respect 
and a shared vision. The relationship between the principal and chair often mirror 
the relationship between personnel at the school and other governors, as well as 
between the school and the community. Principals in their responses indicated the 
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need to be the catalyst in fostering healthy relations with personnel, governors and 
the community to ensure that their schools were effective. 
Effective schools are generally those schools in which there is a climate of co-
operation and commitment. These can only be engendered when all parties are 
acutely aware of their functions and responsibilities. The advocacy of the roles 
and responsibilities of school and governors is addressed by appropriate training 
and a commitment to the principles of co-operative governance of which shared 
decision-making is pivotal. 
4. 7 CONCLUSION 
In this chapter the statistical data was analysed and interpreted. An interpretation 
of the data indicates that the participants in this study perceived co-operative 
governance to have far reaching consequences for managing schools. The major 
themes that emerge from the data analysis are: 
• a sustained commitment to shared decision-making; 
• democratisation and decentralisation of school management; 
• the need for healthy relations between governors and principals; 
• composition of school governing bodies; 
• capacity (the need for training); and 
• training needed for effective co-operative governance. 
Verhoeven (1996: 130-131) suggests that co-operative governance contributes to 
the development of a democratic society. The participation of all stakeholders in 
the decision-making processes in schools contributes indirectly to the achievement 
of learners. Verhoeven (1996: 131) maintains that while some researchers are 
sceptical as to whether co-operative governance leads to school improvement, the 
process of decentralisation and the participation of stakeholders will sensitise 
schools to the needs of the community they serve. The implementation of co-
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operative governance is one of the means to achieve an equitable distribution of 
education provision in the local community. Principals generally indicated that 
they were committed to the process of decentralisation, provided that sufficient 
training was made available. 
Whilst the analysis of the data, obtained from the research, has been interpreted in 
chapter four, chapter five seeks to offer recommendations to the implementation 
' 
of co-operative governance in Gauteng schools. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
From the empirical data and the literature it is clear that co-operative governance 
is a means to achieving equity, democratisation and accountability in schools. 
Principals generally value collaborative approaches that will lead to school 
improvement. Educational reform in South Africa is a result of the commitment of 
government to the democratisation of society. The research primarily focussed on 
co-operative governance as a means to ensuring that the principles of democracy 
and school improvement are maintained and upheld. 
In this chapter the salient points of the research are summarised, recommendations 
regarding the successful implementation of co-operative governance are made and 
suggestions for further research are stated. 
5.2 SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH TOPIC 
The new education vision requires the democratisation of the education system. 
As in any reform initiative, the education sector has experienced an avalanche of 
new legislation. The legislation primarily focuses on the shift from a highly 
centralised education system to a decentralised system. To achieve this end 
legislation has been promulgated giving schools a wide range of powers to allow 
them to make educational choices in the interests of the communities they serve. 
The vehicle driving the process of democracy and accountability in schools is the 
governing body. The focus of this research has been on those aspects of legislation 
and policy that have had a direct impact on school governance. These aspects 
139 
include shared decision-making; decentralisation and accountability; relations 
between principal and chairpersons; composition of governing bodies and the 
training received by governors to equip them for their new roles and functions. 
Co-operative governance is an objective of the Schools Act, which gives 
governors certain powers and functions to ensure that schools are managed 
democratically and that the objectives of co-operative governance is achieved. 
Whilst co-operative governance is a natural extension of the political philosophy 
and policies of the Education Department, it was necessary for this research to 
establish the commitment and dedication of principals to co-operative governance. 
The research also gained insights as to whether or not governors were adequately 
trained for their new roles. 
The intentions of legislators and the perceived willingness of principals to support 
and implement the principles of co-operative governance gives rise to the general 
research question, which is: 
What are the perceptions of principals with regard to the successful 
implementation of co-operative governance in Gauteng schools? 
The research question necessitated a critical overview of co-operative governance 
in other countries to gleam lessons that may add value to the implementation of 
co-operative governance in South African schools. 
The experiences of other countries in implementing co-operative governance were 
surveyed in chapter two. Chapter two examined the relationship between 
governance and management; the assumptions underlying co-operative school 
governance; factors influencing co-operative governance in England, Australia 
and the United States. The research aimed at establishing the objectives of co-
operative governance as well as the roles and challenges facing school-governing 
bodies. 
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The fundamental objective in implementing co-operative governance in South 
Africa is to democratise the education system. The challenges of co-operative 
governance lies in balancing the role of the state and community in ensuring that 
schools are effectively managed. It is therefore imperative that schools and their 
communities are adequately prepared for their new roles and functions. Holt and 
Murphy (1992: 179) maintain that in democratising the education system, a 
number of important factors need to be considered, failing which, may leave the 
education system impotent. The authors argue that a most important factor is that 
of appropriate preparation and on-going training. 
The devolution of power to schools, as contained in the Schools Act, necessitates 
that the education system progressively shifts towards a democratic and non-racial 
system. It was thus necessary to make a survey of the implementation of co-
operative governance in other countries as the decision to implement co-operative 
governance in South Africa and to devolve power to the local level must only be 
viewed as the "baseline for change". 
The international experience on the implementation of co-operative governance 
has generally been an attempt to make schools accessible, autonomous and 
accountable. The debate continues as to whether these initiatives are intended to 
shift the responsibility away from the state to the local community. Kogan et al 
(1984:24) argues that the diffusion of power and authority to school communities 
is not a surrendering of power, but rather is a sharing of responsibility that will 
make all stakeholders accountable. Accountability, democracy, efficiency and co-
operation must underpin the entire education system. For this reason the debate as 
to the state surrendering power to the local community is devoid. All sectors 
within the education system need to be strengthened and empowered to ensure an 
efficient and accountable education system. In England, Australia and the United 
States co-operative governance has been a vehicle for ensuring that schools keep 
abreast with developments in their own external environments. In England, Deem 
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(1993 :206) contends that governing bodies are regarded as one dimension of the 
way a school relates to its external environment. A common need in all the 
countries surveyed was the desire for all stakeholders to work together more 
effectively. The implementation of co-operative governance in these countries was 
generally received enthusiastically, however the demands made by schools on 
governors, often led to lack of participation. Governors often felt they were not 
sufficiently competent and relied on the principal to take important decisions. 
Ranson and Tomlinson (1994:189) indicate that co-operative governance often 
encourages passive rather than active participation. 
The degree of participation by governors is directly linked to training and support. 
All the countries reviewed indicated that training was pivotal to effective co-
operative school governance. Despite the acknowledgement thereof, training was 
often perceived as being inadequate. Governors had to face a number of 
challenges that included uncertainty, lack of knowledge and often isolation. The 
professional school staff often undermined their roles and they had to forfeit much 
of their leisure time to attend meetings. Mahoney (1988:207) maintains that for 
the most part governors were sold short with regard to training. 
The experience of co-operative governance internationally is generally 
encouraging, but the intended outcomes were not always achieved easily. This 
may be as a result of governors not always being familiar with their roles and 
responsibilities. It was illustrated that while South Africa can learn lessons from 
other countries in some instances these lessons have to be experienced in the 
context in which they have been applied. 
The literature review indicated that often the intentions of legislators couldn't be 
realised in practice. To gain a comprehensive understanding of the 
implementation of co-operative governance, a quantitative research design was 
utilised. A questionnaire was used as a method to gather data from school 
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principals. The raw data was statistically analysed and deductions made with 
regard to the five factors namely: 
• Shared decision-making, 
• Decentralisation and accountability, 
• Relations between principal and chairperson, 
• Composition of school governing bodies, 
• Training of school governors. 
5.3 SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS 
The findings that emerged from the literature review and the data analysis will 
now be discussed. 
5.3.1 Literature survey findings 
The key findings on the rationale for and the successful implementation of co-
operative school governance are the following: 
• Co-operative governance is dependent on the schools' ability to recruit 
governors who have appropriate expertise and share the vision, aims and 
objectives of the school. 
• The schools need to keep abreast of its external environment to enable the 
school to serve the educational needs of the community and therefore the 
governing body needs to be flexible and creative. 
• Schools are accountable to the community and governors need to share school 
information regularly with the broader parent community. 
• Co-operative governance can only be effective when a concerted effort is 
made by governors to work together. 
• Governing bodies are the focal point of educational reform. 
• Schools do not always receive adequate support from the education 
departments. 
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• There needs to be a healthy relationship between governors and the 
management of a school to defuse any competitiveness amongst members of a 
school governing body. 
• Training of school governing bodies is pivotal to the success of co-operative 
governance. 
• School governing bodies must recognise the validity and worth of a variety of 
cultural groups. 
• School reform needs to be directed towards the economic recovery of a 
country. 
• Schools seldom reflect the interests of minority groups which can hinder co-
operative governance. 
• The legalism of legislation often directs school-governing bodies away from 
making important decisions and much time is spent on speculative debate. 
• Parents generally do not play an active role in school matters which hampers 
the effective implementation of co-operative governance. 
5.3.2 Important emperical findings 
The following findings emerged from the questionnaire: 
• Principals require more experience with co-operative governance. Principals 
are often cautious about implementing new policy, as they perceive the 
education authority as being inefficient and lacking in consistency. 
• Parents do not always play an active role in schools. This has also being 
confirmed by the literature findings. Parents often perceive themselves to be 
insufficiently equipped to deal with school matters. It is the perception that 
there is a hidden tension between professional staff and parents and that this 
also inhibit parental involvement. 
• It became apparent that principals and governors are in need of intensive 
training to ensure that co-operative governance is realised. Principals and 
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governors were not always aware of their powers and functions. They 
perceived the training as being insufficient and of poor quality. 
• Shared decision-making was often perceived as being time consuming. 
Teacher's workloads often prevented them from attending meetings. 
• It became apparent from the questionnaire that governing bodies often fail to 
interact timeously with legislation and policy and therefore neglected to 
implement policy and often continue to operate as before. 
• Gender does not appear to influence perceptions of co-operative governance. 
5.4 RECOMMENDATIONS 
From this study the following recommendations are made in an attempt to ensure 
that co-operative governance is successfully implemented in schools in Gauteng. 
5.4.1 Creating a climate for change 
Schools appear to have governing bodies in place in terms of legislation, but often 
they are not operational due to a number of reasons. While our democracy is in its 
infancy, the education authority must ensure a basic level of resourcing to all 
schools. Many schools do not have telephonic communication, adequate toilet 
facilities and a proper infrastructure. These factors make it difficult to implement 
co-operative governance. It could be argued that co-operative governance would 
lead to greater efficiency, but without a basic infrastructure it would be difficult to 
co-ordinate and facilitate the implementation of co-operative governance. 
5.4.2 Empowerment 
Workshops need to be conducted to empower school-governing bodies with 
regard to legislation. Principals and governors need a shared understanding with 
regard to the content and implications of policy. Many school-governing bodies 
find it difficult to interpret legislation. Workshops will need to be conducted in 
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such a manner that parents and principals acquire the necessary skills to interpret 
legislation in a manner that is applicable to their schools. 
5.4.3 Departmental support 
Seminars need to be conducted with principals and governing bodies to expose 
them to the principles and values of co-operative governance. School-governing 
bodies need to be convinced of the value of implementing co-operative 
governance in their schools. These seminars must give school-governing bodies 
the tools with which to implement co-operative governance. Practical examples 
should be given on building constructive partnerships with agencies that can 
benefit the school, the values of shared decision-making and the need to be 
accountable to the communities they serve. 
5.4.4 Quarterly review 
The Education Department should publish a quarterly report on the successes of 
schools that have implemented co-operative governance. This review should 
include interviews with governors in order that other schools can learn from their 
experiences. International experiences in implementing co-operative governance 
should be included to illustrate to schools the benefits derived from co-operative 
governance. 
5.4.5 Feeder zones 
Co-operative governance can only be successful when schools serve their 
immediate communities. Many former Model "C" schools are competing for the 
best learners and often these learners are from outside the school area, thus 
excluding learners from its community. The Education Department has policy, 
(Circular 80 of 1999) that states that schools need to first admit learners from their 
area, before admitting learners from other areas. However, due to a lack of 
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monitoring and reporting of such practices certain schools choose learners from 
outside the area if it is to their economic advantage. It is therefore imperative that 
the education ministers legislate feeder zones that will entrench the practice that 
schools may only serve the zone that has been demarcated for the school. 
5.4.6 Market research 
School communities are changing significantly. Schools need to engage in market 
research surveys to ensure that they are serving the needs of their community. Co-
operative governance can only be effective if the school embraces the values of its 
community. Many former Model "C" schools are composed of learners from a 
multi-culture. It is thus crucial that governors reflect the multi-culture, in order to 
satisfy the needs of all its clients. 
5.4. 7 Parent participation 
Parents are eager to participate in school matters when their hopes and aspirations 
for their children are met. Schools must interact with parents and give regular 
report backs on their children's progress. Schools must also be accountable to the 
parent community in terms of governing body decisions and financial matters. 
Schools must acknowledge that parents and learners are their most valuable 
assets. Informative meetings should be held regularly to empower the parents on 
educational developments. When schools empower parents, parent will feel a 
sense of belonging and offer their expertise to the school. Regular interaction with 
parents will encourage parental participation in schools. 
5.4.8 Co-operative governing body skills 
School governing bodies need to undergo comprehensive governance training. 
The training needs to be of a high quality in which all aspects of governance is 
covered. Training must entail back-up support and must be ongoing. The 
Education Department should establish a "Help Desk" to deal with any queries 
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relating to governance. This "Help Desk" would also serve to empower and 
support school governors. 
5.5 TOPICS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
Research is critical for the ongomg development in the field of education. 
Educational reform initiatives should always be research to establish the success 
of implementation. The following areas require further investigation. 
5.5.1 Power Relations 
Co-operative governance is one of the means to achieve equitable distribution of 
education provisions. To achieve this parents and learners become the focal point 
and the principal has to share his power with governors. This research has 
captured a positive response from principals with regard to relationships with 
governors. However it will be constructive to establish what the perceptions are of 
other governors with regard to relations. 
5.5.2 Implementation of legislation 
An empirical investigation needs to be conducted to reveal the reasons for the lack 
of effective policy implementation at the school level. 
5.5.3 Training 
Further research should be conducted to establish the needs of school-governing 
bodies to ensure that training is relevant and effective. 
5.5.4 Decentralisation policies 
Respondents in this study were confined to principals. Further research needs to 
be conducted into the perceptions of other governors on variables affecting the 
internal school environment with regard to shared decision-making, composition 
of school governing bodies, the degree of accountability to the community and 
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decentralisation. Further research needs to focus on comparing the perceptions of 
the different categories of people on a school-governing body to decentralisation. 
5.5.5 Parent participation 
An empirical investigation needs to reveal the reasons for poor parental 
involvement in school governance. 
5.6 CONCLUSION 
Co-operative governance is relatively a new concept in South African schools. In 
the past the participation of parents in school activities has been largely viewed as 
mere tokenism. Consequently the achievements of a school have been as a result 
of the leadership provided by the principal. The emergence of co-operative 
governance has placed greater emphasis on collaborative initiatives by giving 
parents, teachers, administrators, and in secondary schools learners, a voice in the 
management of schools. The successful participation of the governing body in the 
management of the school will depend on a number of factors. However, pivotal 
to the successful implementation of co-operative governance is training. The 
democratisation of society has generally led to enthusing the population to 
participate in activities that will lead to achieving the ideals of a free society. 
School effectiveness will be influenced significantly from collaborative decision-
making. This can only be achieved with appropriate and intensive training. 
Learners cannot be offered a "second class" education because individuals on a 
governing body are inadequately trained to perform their duties. 
School governors are generally prepared to attend training on co-operative 
governance and have welcomed the opportunity to become involved in their 
children's education. The shift to co-operative governance as a means to 
democratising schools has played a central role in the way society operates. 
Schools need to instil a desire within society to pursue the ideals of democracy. 
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Change can be a fragile process. Co-operative governance is in its infancy, and its 
tenuous existence is dependent on careful nurturing, support and training. 
The Education Department acknowledging the importance of training to achieve 
the principles of co-operative governance contracted a private agency to conduct 
training with funds received from Canada. The empirical data indicates that this 
training was inadequate and of a poor quality. The reason for this may have been 
as a result of the urgency to implement co-operative governance without thorough 
preparation and research. The Kulisa Management Services Report (1998: 16) 
indicates that more than ninety percent of schools had elected governing bodies 
but that many did not have a sound understanding of legislation, nor did they have 
a comprehensive understanding of their roles and functions. Clearly, an apparent 
disparity exists between the intended vision of the Education Department and the 
actual implementation of co-operative governance. In the light of this, the most 
serious challenge facing education transformation remains appropriate and 
effective training to ensure the effective implementation of policy that will realise 
the vision and hope of a democratic society. 
Internationally co-operative governance has been a welcomed development with 
promising prospects. Although the implementation of co-operative governance 
has not always been smooth its merits have contributed significantly to school 
democratisation. The reason for this is perhaps due to the fact that co-operative 
governance is a conductor for change. Midgley and Wood (1993 :265) maintain 
that in any programme that aims for change there is an element of experimentation 
and risk-taking to meet the challenges posed by changing social environments. 
This is particularly true within the South African context. Environments need to 
change, especially in previously disadvantaged areas, to successfully implement 
co-operative governance. Collaboration of a wide range of parties is essential for 
bringing about meaningful change and is not solely the responsibility of education 
departments. 
150 
Co-operative governance holds promising prospects within the South African 
context. All people in society need to be empowered to embrace the development 
towards a democratic society. Co-operative governance affords an opportunity for 
parents to become involved in establishing participatory, shared decision-making 
and accountability in schools. Schools that harness this opportunity to embrace 
co-operative governance have taken a bold step in ensuring the future well being 
of the education of their learners. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON PARTICIPATIVE SCHOOL GOVERNANCE: THE LEGAL STATUS 
OF SCHOOL GOVERNING BODIES. 
OFFICE USE ONLY 
SECTION A--PERSONAL AND GENERAL INFORMATION 
Cross the applicable code or fill in the number where necessary. 
Ignore the number in brackets 
Example for Completing Section A 
Question 1 : Your Gender? 
If you are a male then cross as follows: 
Male ..................................................... =··········Fl 
Female ..................................................................... 8 
1. Gender rn Male ....................................................................... ~
Fe1nale....................................................... ..... ...... .. 2 
2. How old are you (in completed years)? 
(e.g. Thirty Five I 3 \ !:)- I ) Ill 
3. Do you belong to a teacher's organisation? 
(e.g.SADTU/NUE) Yes ..... [Ll 
No ..... LJ 
4. Indicate the type of school where you are currently a principal. 
High School (Grade 8-12) 1 
Primary School (Grade 1-7) 2 
Combined School (Grade 1-12) 3 
Senior Secondary School (Grade 9-12) 4 
Junior Primary Scool (Grade 1-3) 5 
(1-3) 
(4) 
(5-6) 
(7) 
(8) 
1 
.... 
' .· .. ·:· 
5. Indicate the language of instruction at your school. 
En!!lish I 
Afrikaans 2 
Double Medium (Two languages taught simultaneously ma class) " .) 
Parallel Medmm o wo larnrua2es usea tor certam subjects m dtlterent classes 4 
Other 5 
(9) 
6. What is your mother tongue? (give one only). 
Zulu I 
xnosa 2 
Afrikaans 3 
Tswana 4 
North Sotho 5 
Enghsll 6 
.. -··---- - -- ·- -
South Sotho 7 
1songa 8 
Ndebele 9 
Venda lU 
-- -
Swati 11 
- - -- -- -
Gl!JeratI 12 
Hindi 13 
Tamil H 
---
Telegu 15 
Other 16 
(10) 
7. In which district is your school situated? 
District Cl I 
District C2 2 
District C3 3 
District C4 4 
District C5 ) 
U1stnct Lo 6 
District SI 7 
District S2 8 
District S3 ~ 
D1stnct :::;4 10 
u1stnct SS 11 
District NI 12 
District N2 u 
u1stnct N.J 14 
D1stnct N4 15 
D1stnct N5 16 
lJIStnct Nb 17 
U1stnct N7 18 
(11) 
2 
;..J· .·: . . . ·_ 
. ·:.:. 
8. How many years of experience do you have as a school principal in total? fB 
Less than 10 years 1 
More than I 0 years 2 
8.(a) Have you attended any course, workshop or seminar related to democratic school 
governance? 
If Yes 
8.(b) Who presented the course, workshop or seminar? 
Teachers' Centre 
Education Department 
-- -- - -NlJV 
Pnvate Consultants 
1 ertiary .t.ducat10n lnst1tut1on 
Other 
8.(c) What was the duration of the course attended? 
Less than 011e clay 
1to2 days 
3 to 5 days 
6 to 12 days 
more than 12 days 
Yes lil 
No QJ 
1 
2 
j 
4 
) 
6 
I 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5' 
9.(a) How many of the other members of your school governing body attended a course, 
workshop or seminar relating to democratic school governance? 
All Some None 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
(15) 
(16) 
9.(b) Who presented the course, workshop or seminar to your school governing body? 
Teachers' Centre 1 
Education Department 2 
Nuv 3 
Pnvate consultants 4 
, l ertiary .t.aucat10n lnst1tution 5 
Vtller 6 
(17) 
:.·_.··.:.· 
3 
. . . :.· .... ·:· . 
9.(c) Approximately what was the duration of the course, workshop, or seminar attended by your 
school governing body? 
Less than one day 1 
1to2 days 2 
3 to 5 days 3 
6 to 12 days -1-
more than 12 rlavs 'i 
(18) 
SECTION B 
PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR PERSONAL OPINION WITH REGARD TO THE FOLLOWING. 
10. In your opinion how many members of your governing body are committed to shared 
decision making. 
Some None I 
(19) 
11. How would you rate your teachers' understanding of decentralised school go,·ernance? I Excellent 
Average 
Poor 
(20) 
12. How would you rate the commitment of your teachers to creating an effective school? 
!~:~;:· I ~ i (21) 
SECTION C 
Section C concerns itself with Shared Decision-Making 
Please remember that this is not a test to ascertain your level of understanding on educational issues. 
Give your honest opinion by making a cross in the appropriate option on the scale provided for each 
question. 
Give your opinion on a 6 point scale where: 
1 means strongly disagree; 
2 means strongly agree; and 
2-5 lies on equal intervals between 1 and 5. 
EXAMPLE: 
4 
·.,· 
. ·:.--
. . ' . ~ - . · . . ·>:::- ·. ·.· . ·-:· . .-:- - .-._._-_: ... :.· 
To what extent do you agree/disagree with the following statement: 
Teacher unions should have representation on school governing bodies. 
If you agree but not strongly then mark 5 as follows: 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
To what extent do you agree/disagree with the following statements: 
13. Opportunities must ·be created within schools for shared decision-making. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(22) 
14. Democracy ensures that all staff at a school are involved in decisions that affect them. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
{23) 
15. Stakeholders in your school are encouraged to contribute to developing the school's code of 
conduct. 
Strongly disagree 11 21 31 ~ii 516 I Strongly agree 
(24) 
16. Shared decision-making leads to increased motivation of educators. 
Strongly disagree I II 21 31 41 5 j 6 I Strongly agree 
(25) 
17. Shared decision-making is -rery time consuming. 
Strongly disagree I II 21 3j 41516 I Strongly agree 
(26) 
18. Shared decision-making empowers educators. 
Strongly disagree I Ir 21 31 41 s 1 6 I Strongly agree 
(27) 
19. Shared decision-making enhances the professional image of educators. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(28) 
20. Shared decision-making means the principal relinquishes control. 
Strongly disagree II 21 31 4j 51 6 I Strongly agree 
(29) 
21 Shared decision-making builds trust amongst members of the school governing body. 
Strongly disagree I II 2j 3f 41 51 6 I Strongly agree 
(30) 
5 
.... 
. ·· 
22. Shared decision-making leads to conflict. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
23. Involving students in decision-making leads to a greater acceptance of decisions. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
24. Students should only be involved in decisions that affect them. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
25. Shared decision-making means that people affected by decisions should personally 
participate in making those decisions. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(31) 
(32) 
(33) 
(34) 
26. Teachers with heavy workloads do not have time to be involved in shared decision-making. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(35) 
27. Shared decision-making is always in the best interest of a school. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(36) 
28. The principal, as the accounting officer of the school, should make the final decisions. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(37) 
29. Shared decision -making should only be made by those who have a sound knowledge of 
educational issues. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(38) 
SECTIOND 
This section concerns itself with relations between the principal and the chairperson of your school 
governing body. Please answer in the same way as for the above section. 
30. School effectiveness is dependent on a shared understanding of the school vision. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(39) 
6 
..,J· .' . 
. : :·: :: '.·. 
31. The relationship between the principal and chairperson influences working relations 
between teachers and other members of the governing body. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(40) 
32. The principal should always inform the chairperson of the governing body on management 
decisions. 
Strongly disagree I IJ 21 3j 41 5 j 6 I Strongly agree 
(41) 
33. The principal needs to keep the chairperson of the governing body informed of the day to 
day running of a school. 
Strongly disagree I 1J 21 3! 4j s 16 I Strongly agree 
(42) 
34. A relationship of trust between the principal and the chairperson of the governing body is 
essential for school effectiveness. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(43) 
35 The chairperson of a governing body exerts more influence on which decisions are taken, 
than the principal. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(44) 
36. Schools would be more effective if legislation allowed the principal to be the chairperson of 
the school governing body. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(45) 
37. The principal and the chairperson of the governing body should meet regularly to discuss 
school issues. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(46) 
38. The school governing body of your school understands the distinction between governance 
and the professional management functions of a school. 
39. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(47) 
The chairperson of the governing body of your school seldom challenges the way you 
manage the school. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(48) 
7 
. . ·.·.·."·· 
~. . : . ' 
..... -·.· ·.-::.-: . .. ·· .. · ... 
.. ·. 
SECTIONE 
This section of the questionnaire concerns itself with decentralisation of schools. 
Decentralisation is the transference of power from the centralised sector to the local sector. The 
South African Schools Act of 1996, offers school governing bodies a lot of power and responsibility to 
manage schools in a way that will allow schools to address local problems. 
Please answer in the same way as the above sections. 
40. Decentralisation leads to more cost effective schools. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(49) 
41. Decentralisation leads to the improvement of academic achie'rement. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(50) 
42. Decentralisation increases the workloads of educators. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(51) 
43. Decentralisation gives a school greater autonomy in servicing the school community. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(52) 
44. You and your governing body support the process of decentralisation. 
Strongly disagree 1 i j 21 31 4 J 5 j 6 I Strongly agree 
(53) 
45. Decentralisation means that government is transferring educational responsibility to 
parents. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(54) 
46. Decentralisation increases the responsibility of school staff. 
47. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(55) 
Members of your school governing body are essentially volunteers and do not have time to 
commit themselves fully to governance matters. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(56) 
8 
/ .. 
. ·· .. · 
·· •. · .. ·• :.•..I • 
·:···.· .. ... 
48. Decentralisation means that the Education Department places more responsibility on the 
school to solve local problems. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(57) 
SECTIONE 
Please answer this section as previously. This section deals with accountability. 
In your opinion : 
49. Parents should form the majority on the school governing bodies. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(58) 
50. Effective open communication between school governing bodies and educators is essential 
for establishing a relationship of trust. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(59) 
51. There is effective communication between the governing body of your school and educators. 
' Strongly disagree I 11 21 3i 41 5! 6 I Strongly agree 
(60) 
52. There is a relationship of trust between the governing body of your school and ecfucators. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(61) 
53. Decentralised governance makes schools more accountable to the community. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(62) 
5-t The governing body of your school reports regularly to other parents. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(63) 
55. Parents on school governing bodies should not be held responsible for poor decisions 
pe1iaining to the curriculum. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(64) 
56. Learners on the school governing body do not have the necessary skills to participate in 
decision-making. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(65) 
9 
· .. · 
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SECTIONF 
This section deals with the composition of school governing bodies and should be answered with regard 
to your school. Answer as before. 
57. Parents are eager to serre on the school governing body. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(66) 
58. Parents with the required skills are eager to avail themselves for election to the school 
governing body. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(67) 
59. Parents often need to be invited to avail themselves for election to the school governing 
body. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(68) 
60. Parents from disadvantaged communities are under-represented on the school governing 
body. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(69) 
61 Parents from less privileged categories of society do not arnil themselves for election to the 
school governing body. 
Strongly disagree 11 21 31 4i s1 6 1 Strongly agree 
(70) 
62. Members of your school governing body are sufficiently familiar with their delegated 
functions to apply decentralised governance appropriately. 
Strongly disagree 1 11 2j 31 41s16 I Strongly agree (71) 
63 Members of your governing body lack educational expertise to be held accountable for 
educational decisions. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(72) 
64. Learners should not be represented on school governing bodies. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(73) 
10 
. ... 
. .. 
. :··.·.-·.· .. . r . 
65. Teachers have too little representivity on the school governing body. 
Strongly disagree 11 2i 3J 41 st 6 I Strongly agree 
(74) 
SECTIONG 
This section deals with the training of school governors in your school. 
66. Did your school governing body receive any training pertaining to school governance. 
If you answered NO, please do not answer the questions in this section. 
If you answered YES, please continue to answer the remaining questions. 
lv:l 
~ (75) 
67. The school governing body of my school attends training on governance whenever the 
opportunity arises. 
Strongly disagree Ii 21 3 j 4j s; 6 Strongly agree 
(76) 
68 Training of my school governing body has led to effective governance. 
Strongly disagree I Ii 21 3j 4J s[ 6 I Strongly agree 
(77) 
69. The school governing body is familiar with the legislation that governs schools. 
Strongly disagree lj 2j 31 4j Sj 6 Strongly agree 
(78) 
70. Members of my school governing body have time to attend training. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(79) 
71. Members of my school governing body have a sound understanding of what is meant by 
governance. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
72. Training material adequately provided members of my school governing body with 
governance skills. 
Strongly disagree q 2131 41 s16 I Strongly agree 
(80) 
(81) 
73. Training adequately equipped my school governing body on the transformation of schools. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
(82) 
11 
··.· .. 
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. ·· .. .- . . .. ·.: .. . 
: .· . -:.; .""'';i: . . ,,.. .... ·:··.- _ ... _.-.. 
74. Training adequately equipped my school governing body to be more accountable to the 
community. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
75 Members of my school governing body have a clear understanding of their duties. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND CO-OPERATION IN COMPLETING THIS 
QUESTIONNAIRE. 
(83) 
(84) 
PLEASE PLACE THE QUESTIONNAIRE INTO THE POSTAGE PAID ENVELOPE AND POST 
IT BY 29OCTOBER1999, BUT PLEASE NOT LATER THAN 05 NOVEMBER 1999. 
THANK YOU 
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